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6384. By Mr. MANLOVE: Petition of G. W. Dogie. W. G. 

Faigan. and 50 others, of Jasper County, . Mo., against Sunday 
legislation; to the Committee on .the District of Columbia. 

G385. By l\Ir. MORROW: Petition of citizen.s of Albuquerque, 
N. Mex., indorsing legislation for Civil War veterans and widows 
of yeterans; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

6386. Bv l\Ir. O'CON~'"'ELL of New York: Petition of the New 
York Institute for the Education of the Blind urging legislation 
to regulate the importation of woven goods so that blind weavers 
may not be put out of business; to the Committee on Interstate 
and Foreign Commerce. 

6387. Also, petition of F. Jarka Co. (Inc.), of New York City, 
favoring the passage of Senate bill 3170, known as the Cum
mins Act; to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com
merce. 

6388. By Mr. RAMSEYER: Petition of residents of Grinnell, 
Iowa. urging that immediate steps be taken to bring to a vote 
a Civil War pension bill in order that relief may be accorded to 
needy and suffering veterans and widows; to the Committee on 
Invrrlid Pensions. 

6389. By Mr. ROWBOTTOl\I: Petition of H. R. Nevins and 
others that the McNary-Haugen bill be enacted into law at 
this session of Congress ; to the Committee on Agriculture. 

6390. By 1\lr. SINNOTT: Petition of certain citizens of Long 
Creek and Ritter, Oreg., with reference to further increase in 
pensions for veterans of the Civil War and widows of veterans; 
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

6391. By 1\lr. S0-:\.1ERS of New York: Petition of citizens of 
the sixth congressional district, New York, in favor of Civil 
War pension legislation; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

6392. By Mr. SUMMERS of Washington: Petition signed by 
John A. Wyers and others, of White Salmon, Wash., protesting 
against the enactment of compulsory Sunday observance legis
lation; to the Committee on the District of Columbia. 

6393. Also, petition signed by Mark Overbaugh and others, of 
Portland, Oreg., protesting against the enactment of compulsory 
Sunday observance legislation ; to the Committee on the District 
of Columbia. 

6394. Also, petition signed by Mrs. J. R. Hunt and others, of 
Bingen, Wash., protesting against the enactment of compulsory 
Sunday observance legislation; to the Committee on the District 
of Columbia. 

6395. -Also, petition signed by R. A. Randall and others, of 
Husum, Wash., protesting against the enactment of compulsory 
Sunday observance legislation; to the Committee on the District 
of Columbia. 

6396. Also, petition signed by J. M. Buce and others, of 
Trout Lake, Wash.. protesting against the enactment of com
pulsory Sunday observance legislation ; to the Committee on the 
District of Columbia. 

6397. By Mr. SWARTZ: Petition of Abraham Lincoln Post, 
No. 4, Grand Army of the Republic of Colorado and Wyoming, 
favoring new legislation for increased pensions for veterans of 
the Civil War and widows of veterans; to the Committee on 
Invalid Pensions. 

6398. Also, petition of Affiliated Orders of the Grand Army 
of the Republic, Department of Colorado and Wyoming, favor
ing new -pension legislation providing for increases for Civil 
War veterans and widows of veterans; to the Committee on 
Invalid Pensions. 

6399. Also, petition of W. A. Pope and others, of Harrisburg, 
Pa., favoring new pension legislation for Civil War veterans 
and widows of veterans ; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

6400. By :Mr. SWING: Petition of certain residents of Fuller
ton, Calif., urging the passage by Congress of a bill granting 
increased pensions to Civil War veterans and the widows of 
Civil War veterans; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

6401. Also, petition of certain residents of Orange, Calif., urg
ing the passage by Congress of a bill providing for increased 
pensions to Civil War veterans and the widows of Civil War 
veterans ; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

6402. Also, petition of certain residents of Santa Ana, Calif., 
urging the passage by Congress of a bill granting increased pen
sions to Civil War veterans and the widows of Civil War vet
erans ; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

6--103. Also, petition of certain residents of San Diego, Calif., 
protesting against the passage by Congress of House bills 7179, 
7822, 10123, and 10311, or any other " religious " measure ; to 
the Committee on the District of Columbia. 

6404. Also, petition of certain residents of Arlington, Calif., 
protesting against the passage by Congress of House bill 10311 
or any other bill for the compulsory observance of Sunday; to 
the Committee on the District of Columbia. 

6405. Also, petition of certain residents of National City, 
Calif., protesting against the passage by Congress of House bills 

7179, 7822, 10123, and 10311, or any other " religious " measure ; 
to the Committee on the District of Columbia. 

6406. Also, petition of certain residents of California, pro
testing against the passage by Congress of Hou:se bill 10311 
or any other bill for !he compulsory observance of Sunday ; to 
the Committee on the District of Columbia. 

6407. Also, petition of certain residents of California, pro
testing against the passage by Congress of House bill 10311 or 
any other bill for the compulsory observance of Sunday; to 
the Committee on the District of Columbia. 

6408. By Mr. THOMPSON: Petition of divers citizens of 
Putnam County, Ohio, urging passage of more liberal pension 
legislation for veterans of the Civil War and widows of vet
erans ; to the dommittee on Invalid Pension . 

6409. By 1\lr. THURSTON : Petition of citizens of Chariton, 
Iowa, and vicinity, urging an increased compensation for Civil 
'Var veterans and widows of veterans; to the Committee on 
Invalid Pensions. 

6410. Also, _petition of citizenR of Shambaugh, Iowa, and 
. vicinity, urging an increased compensation for Civil War vet
erans and widows of veterans; to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

6411. Also, petition of citizens - of Shambaugh~ Iowa, and 
vicinity, urging an increased compensation for Civil War vet
erans and widows of veterans; to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

6412. By 1\Ir. WASON: Petition of i\Iargaret A. Day, Bert· 
well E. Root, and Carl Day, tllree citizens of Berlin, N. H., 
urging that immediate action be taken to bring to a vote a 
Civil War pension bill in order tllat relief may be accorded to 
needy and suffering veterans and widows of veterans ; to the 
Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

6413. Also, petition of Stephen M. Thomton and 43 other citi
zens of Cornish Flat, N. II.,- urging that immediate steps be 
taken to bring to a vote a Civil War pension bill in order that 
relief may be accorded to needy and suffering veterans and 
widows of veterans ; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

6414. Also, petition of Oliver P. 1\Iurdick and 13 other resi
dents of Keene, N. H., urging that immediate action be taken 
to bring to a vote a Civil War pension bill in order that relief 
may be accorded to needy and suffering veteran.<,; and widows of 
veterans; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. .. 

6415. Also, petition of William B. Graham and eight other 
residents of Greenville, N. H., urging that immediate action be 
taken to bring to a vote a Civil War pension bill in order that 
relief may be accorded to needy and suffering veterans and 
widows of veterans; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

6416. Also, petition of l\Iary A. Traxler and 63 other residents 
of Bennington, N. H., urging that immediate action be taken 
to bring to a vote a Civil War pension bill in order that relief 
may be accorded to needy and suffering veterans and widows of 
veteran ·; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

6417. By Mr. WOLVERTON: Petition of l\Ir . 0. M. Ward 
and other residents of Upshur County, W. Va., urging the pas
sage of the bill now pending in Congress for the relief of Civil 
War widows; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

6418. Also, petition of Lucretia Gum and other re idents of 
Harrison County, W. Va., asking that the bill now pending in 
Congress for the relief of Civil War widows be passed; to the 
Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

SENATE 
THURSDAY, Februa-ry 10,1927 

(Leui-sla-tive day of Wedne.sd.ay, Febrnary 9, 19.'21) 

The Senate reassembled at 12 o'clock meridian, on the expira
tion of tile recess. 

~~he VICE PRESIDENT. The Senate will receive a message 
from the House of Representatives. · 

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 

A m~ssage from the House of Representati-ves, by Mr. Chaffe-e, 
one of its clerks, announced that the House had passed a bill 
(H. R. 16888) granting the consent of Congre s to the Paducah 
Board of Trade (Inc.), of Paducah, Ky., its successors and 
assigns, -to construct, maintain, and operate a bridge across the 
Ohio River, in which it requested the concurrence of the Senate. 

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED 

The message also announced that the Speaker had affixed 
his signature to -the following em·olled bills, and they were 
thereupon signed by the Vice President: 

S. 5197. An act to authorize an appropriation for reconnais-
sance work in conjunction with the middle Rio Grande con-
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Rervancy district to determine whether certain lands of the 
Cochiti Santo Domingo, San Felipe, Santa Ana, Sandia, and 
!~leta Indians are susceptible of reclamation, drainage, and irri
gation; and 

H. R.l1601. An act granting pensions and increase of pen
sions to certain soldiers and sailors of the Regular Army and 
Navy and certain soldiers and sailors of wars other than the 
Civil 'war, and to 'vidows of such soldiers and sailors, etc. 

LIMITATION OF NAVAL .ARMAMENT (H. DOC. NO. 703) 

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate the following 
message from the President of the United States, which was 
read and with the accompanying memorandum, referred to the 
Committ~e on Foreign Relations and ordered to be printed: 

To the Congress of the United Sta.tes: 
Pursuant to my instructions the American ambassadors at 

London, Paris, Rome, and Tokyo will to-day present to the 
Governments of Great Britain, France, Italy, and Japan a 
memorandum suggesting that they empOwer their delegates 
at tl1c fortbcomi.Dg meeting of the prepamtory commission :tor 
the disarmament conference at Geneva to negotiate and con
clude at an early date an agreement further limiting naval 
urmament, supplementing the Washington treaty on that sub
ject, and covering the classes of vess~ls not ~overed by that 
treaty. I transmit herewith, for the mformation of the Con
gres , a copy of this· memorandum. 

I wish to inform the Congress of tbe considerations which 
have moved me to take this action. 

The support of all measures looking to the preservation of 
the peace of the world has been long established as a funda
mental policy of this Government. The American Government 
and people are convinced that competitiv~ armaments c~msti
tute one of the most dangerous contributing causes of rnter
national suspicion and di cord and are calculated eventually 
to lead to war. A recognition of this fa'Ct and a desire as far 
as possible to remove this danger led the American GCivern
ment in 1921 to call the Washington conference. 

At that time we were engaged in a great building . program 
which, upon its completion, would have given us first place _on 
the ea. We felt then, however, and feel now, that the policy 
"e then advocated-that of deliberate self-denial and limitation 
of naval armament by the great naval powers-promised the 
attainment of at least one guarantee of peace, an end worthy 
of mutual adjustment and concession. 

At the Washlngton conference we found the other nations 
animated -with the same desire as ourselves to remove naval 
competition from the list of possible causes of international dis
cord. Unfortunately, however, it was not possible to reach 
aooreements at Washington covering all .classes of naval ships. 
The 'Vashington treaty provided a specific tonnage limitation 
upon capital ships and aircraft carriers, with certain restric
tion as to size and maximum caliber of guns for other vessels. 
Every nation has been at complete liberty to build any number 
of crui. ers, destroyers, and submarines. Only size and arma
ment of cruisers were limited. Tile signatories of the Washing
ton tr~ty have fulfilled their obligations faithfully and there 
can be no doubt that that treaty constitutes an outstanding 
succe s in its operation. 

It has been the hope of the American Government, constantly 
expres ed by the Congress since the Washington conference, 
that a favorable opportunity .might present itself to complete 
tile work begun here by the conclusion of further agreements 
covering cruisers, destroyers, and submarines: The desh·ability 
of ·nell an agreement has been apparent, since it was only to 
be expected that the spirit of competition, sti:lled as regards 
capital ships and aircraft carriers by the Washington treaty, 
would, sooner or later, show itself with regard to the other 
vesHels not limited under the treaty. Actually, I do not believe 
that competitive building of these cla ses of ships has begun. 
Nevertheless, far-1·eaching building programs have been laid 
down by certain powers, and there has appeared in our own 
country, as well as abroad, a sentiment m·ging naval construc
tion on· the ground that such construction is taking place else
where. In such sentiments lies the germ of renewed naval 
competition. 

I am sure that all governments and all peoples would choose 
a system of naval limitation in preference to consciously re
verting to competitive building. 'l'herefore, in the hope of 
bringing about an opportunity for discussion among the prin
cipal naval powers to ascertain whether further limitation is 
practicable, I have suggested to them that negotiations on 
this subject should begin as soon as possible. 

The moment seems particularly opportune to try to secure 
further limitation o.f aTmament in accordance with the ex-

pressed will of the Congress. The earnest desire of the nations 
of the world to relieve them.·elves in as great a measure 
as possible of the burden of armaments and to avoid the dan
gers of competition bas been shown by the establishment of 
the preparatory commission for the disarmament conference, 
which met in Geneva last May, and which is continuing its 
work with a view to preparing the agenda for a final general 
conference. For more than six months, representatives of a 
score or more of nations have examined from all points of view 
the problem of the reduction and limitation of armaments. 
In these discussions it was brought out very cleal"ly that a 
number of nations felt that land, sea, and air armaments were 
interdependent and that it would be difficult, if not impossible, 
to agree upon the limitation of one type of armament without 
simultaneously limiting the other types. 

The consequence to be feared is that a deadlock will be 
reached should even partial progress in the reduction of arnm
ments be conditioned upon the acceptance of some universal 
plan covering land, sea, and air forces together. If the pro
spective deadlock can not be broken, it is probable that little 
progress will be made for the time being. It appears to me to 
be the duty of this Government, which has always advocated 
limitation of armaments, to endeavor to suggest some avenue 
by which concrete results may be achieved even thouah such 
results may be short of an ultimate ideal solution for the 
threefold problem of land, sea, and air armament. 

Our delegates at Geneva have consistently expressed the new 
that under conditions as they exist in the world to-day the 
problems of land and air armaments are most susceptible of 
solution by regional agreements covering regions within which 
the land or air armaments of one country could constitute a 
potential threat to another country. Geographical continents 
have been suggested as regions appropriate for land and air 
limitation agreements. -

The American land and air force constitute a threat to no 
one. They are at minin1um strength; their reduction has been 
suggested by no one as a necessary condition precedent to gen
eral arms limitation. This reduction · of our land forces bas 
been rendered possible by our favored geographical position. I 
realize that the problems of armaments on land and in the air 
in Europe are beset with difficulties which in all justice we must 
recognize and, although this Government will always be ready 
to lend its assistance in any appropriate. way to efforts on the 
part of European or other governments to arrive at regional 
agreements limiting land and air forces, it would hesitate to 
make specific proposals on this object to Europ~an nations. 

The problem of the limitation of naval armament, while not 
regional in character or ·susceptible of regional treatment, bas 
been successfully treated, in part, by an agreement among the 
five leading naval powers, and, in my opinion, can be definitely 
dealt 'witb by further agreements among those powers. 

It will be a contribution to the success of the preliminary 
work now going on at Geneva should the great naval powers 
there agree upon a further definite limitation of naval armament. 

It is my intention that the American representatives at 
Geneva should. continue to discuss with the representatives of 
the other nations there the program for a general limitation of 
armament<! conference. If such a conference should be po sible 
in the future, on a ba is generally acceptable, this Government 
would, of course, be highly gratified. Pending the formulation 
of the plan for such a general conference, however, I believe 
that · we should make an immediate and sincer..e effort to solve 
the problem of naval limitation, the solution of which would 
do much to make the efforts toward more general limitation 
succes ful. 

CALVIN COOLIDGE. 
THE WHITE HoUSE, February 10, 192"1. 
ENFORCEMENT OF THE ANTI~ .ABCOTIC AND PROHffiiTIO~ L.A WS 

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate a communica-
tion from the Secretary of the Tteasury relative to the lack of 
authority of the Treasm·y Department to ·use any portions of the 
appropriations for antinarcotic and prohibition-enforcement 
work as advance funds, and transmitting a draft of proposed 
legislation as follows: " That notwithstanding the provisions of 
section 3648 of the Revised Statutes such amounts of the total 
sums now and hereafter appropriated for expenses to enforce 
the act of December 17, 1914, known as the Harrison narcotic 
law as amended, and the act of 1\Iay 26, 1922, known as the 
nar~otic drug import and export act, and the national prohibi· 
tion act, as may be deemed necessary by the Secretary of the 
Treasury, with the approval of the President, shall be available 
for advances to be made by special disbursing agents," which, 
with the accompanying paper, was referred to the Committee on 
Appropriations. 
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DISPOSITION OF USELESS PAPERS 

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate a communica
tion from the Assistant Secretary of Labor, reporting, pursuant 
to law, that papers are on file in the Bureau of Immigration, 
the Bureau of Labor Statistics, and the United States Employ
ment Service which are no longer useful in the transaction of 
public business and possess no historic interest, and recommend
ing action looking to their disposition, which was referred to 
a Joint Select Committee on the Disposition of Useless Papers 
in the Executive Departments. The Vice President appointed 
Mr. CouZENS and 1\Ir. CARAWAY members of the committee on 
the part of the Senate. 

PETITIONS Al\TD MEMORIALS 

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate a telegram in 
the nature of a petition, which was ordered to lie on the table 
and to be printed in the RECORD, as follows: 

DEPARTME~.r OF SrATE, STATE OF NORTH DAKOTA, 

Bismarck, N. Dak., February 9, 1927. 
PRESIDENT OF THE SEXATE, 

S.Wty-ninth Congress, Washingt01l-, D. a. 
To all whQrJn these presents shall. come: 

I, Robert Byrne, secretary of state of the State of North Dakota, do 
hereby certify that the following concurrent resolution was adopted by 
the twentieth legislative assembly on the 19th day of January, 1927: 
A concurrent resolution requesting Congress to enact legislation for 

stabilization of the price of agricultural products, thereby placing 
agriculture on an equal basis with other industries 
B e it resol,;ed by the House of Representatives oj the State of Korth 

Dakota (t11e Senate ooncurring)-
Whereas agriculture is the basic industry of this Nation; and 
Whereas we believe the stability and prosperity of agriculture is 

f'Ssential to the prosperity and general welfare of the people of this 
Nation; and 

Whereas agricultural products are being sold below cost of production, 
which condition is bankrupting farmers, causing heavy decrease in farm 
population, failure of banks, and adversely affecting other business; and 

Whereas the American farmers are, under present conditions, placed 
upon a competitive basis with cheaper labor of foreign countries, which 
is contrary to the recognized policy of the United States: Now, there
fore, be it 

Resolved, That the House of Representatives of the State of North 
Dakota (the Senate concurring) most respectfully urge upon th!f Con
gt·ess of the United States the early enactment of the 1\IcNary-Haugen 
bill ; and be it further 

Rf;soZved, That the secretary of state of the State of North Dakota 
be, anti is hereby, instructed to forward a duly authenticated copy of 
this resolution to the President of the United States, the President of 
the United States Senate, the Speaker of the House of Representatives, 
and to each Representative of the State of North Dakota in the United 
States Senate and IIouse of Representatives. 

JOHN w. CARR, 

Spcaket· of the House. 
c. R. VERRY, 

ahief aZerk of the Ho-use. 
WALTER MADDOCK, 

President of the Senate. 
W. D. AUSTIN, 

Secretary of the Senate. 
RoBERT BYR::>.~, 

Secretary of State. 

The VICE PRESIDENT also laid before the Senate resolu
tions adopted by the City Council of Chicago, Ill., favoring the 
passage of the so-called Walsh bill, granting authority to the 
United States Veterans' Bureau to use the funds in the control 
of said bureau for making loans direct to World War veterans 
on their adjusted-service certificates, which were refeiTed to 
the Committee on Finance. 

The VICE PRESIDENT also laid before the Senate a com
munication in the nature of a petition from the thirtieth con
secutive constitutional convention of United Mine Workers of 
America, recently_ held in the city of Indianapolis, Ind., pray
ing a thorough investigation of the relation of freight-rate 
discriminations to the extr_eme depression of the coal industry 
of Indiana, Ohio, Pennsylvania, and Illinois, and the ade
quacy of existing law to afford relief in the premises, etc., 
which was referred to the Committee on Interstate Commerce. 

Mr. DILL presented a memorial of sundry citizens of Okano
gan, Wash., remonstrating against the passage of the bill ( S. 
4821) to provide for the closing of barber shops in the District 
of Columbia on Sunday, on the ground that it is class legisla
tion, which was referred to the Committee on the District of 
Columbia. 

l\lr. FRAZIER presented the petitions of George M. Mc
<Janna and 19 other citizens of McCanna, and of J. 0. Severt-

son and 39 other citizeys of She,venne, all in the State of North 
Dakota, praying for Ufe prompt passage of the so-called White 
radio control bill without amendment, which were ordered to 
lie on the table. 

Mr. COPELAND presented petitions of sundry citizens of 
New York City and Brooklyn, N. Y., praying for the prompt 
passage of legislation granting increased pensions to Civil War 
veterans and their widows, which were referred to the Com-
mittee on Pensions. . 

He also presented memorials numerously signed by sundi·y 
citizens of New York City and Brooklyn, N. Y., remonstrating 
against the passage of the bill (S. 4821) to provide for the 
closing -of barber shops in the District of Columbia on Sunday, 
or any other legislation of a religious character, which were 
referred to the Committee on the District of Columbia. 

l\lr. WILLIS presented memorials of sundry citizens of Mount 
Yernon, Parkersburg, and vicinity, all in the State of Ohio, 
remonstrating against the passage of the bill (S. 4821) to pro
vide for the closing of barber shops in the District of Columbia 
on Sunday or any other legislation of a religious character, 
which were referred to the Committee on the District of Colum
bia. 

Mr. ERNST (by request) presented a memorial of ·undry citi
zens of Lebanon, Ohio, remonstrating against the passage of 
the bill ( S. 4821) to provide for the closing of barber shops in 
the District of Columbia on Sunday or any other legislation 
religious in character, which was referred to the Committee on 
the District of Columbia. 

Mr. GILLETT presented petitions numerously signed by sun
dry citizens in the State of Massachusetts, praying for the 
prompt passage of legislation gt·anting increased pensions to 
Civil War veterans and their widows, which were 1·eferred to 
the Committee on Pensions. 

Mr. OVERMAN presented memorials of sundry citizens of 
Charlotte, Statesville, Hildebran, Lumberton, and Eufala, all in 
the State of North Carolina, remonstrating against the passage 
of the bill ( S. 4821) to provide for the closing of lJarlJer shops in 
the District of Columbia on Sunday or any other legislation 
religious in character, which were referred to the Committee on 
the District of Columbia. 

He also presented a petition of sundry citizen · of Gastonia, 
N. C., praying for the passage of legislation granting increased 
compen ation to employees of the "C'nited States Cu:stodian Serv
ice, with a minimum wage of $1,200 per annum, which was 
referred to the Committee on Appropriations. 

1\Ir. NEELY. :llr. President, I ask unanimous consent to have 
printed in the RECORD and referred to the Pensions Committee 
a resolution recently adopted by members of P. G. Bier Post, 
No. 17, Department of West Virginia, Grand Army of the 
RepulJlic, of New Martinsville, \V. Ya. 

1-'here being no objection, the resolution was referred to the 
Committee on Pensions and ordered to lJe printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

Hon. 1\I. :\1. NEELY, 

P. G. BIER PosT, No. 17, 
DEPARTME~T OF WES'l' VIRGI:XIA, G. A. It., 

Neu> Ma1'ti'nSVille, W. "Fa., February ;;, 19,?'1. 

U1lited States Se·nate, Washington, D. a. 
DEAR Mn. NEELY: We, the members of tbe P. G. Bier Post. No. 17, or 

the Grand Army of the Republic, of New l\Iartin~ville and Sistersville, 
of tbe counties of Wetzel and Tyler, W. Va., at a joint meeting of said 
post and at a regular meetin~, unanimously adopted the following 
resolution, that the· pension bill now before Con~ress, known as the 
National •rribune bill, to raise the minimum penf'ion of the Civil War 
soldiers to a minimum of $72, and $125 for totally disabled soldiers, 
and all wiuows of the Civil War married before 1915 to receive $GO 
per month. 

The purpose of tlris petition is to have you and other members of tbe 
Senate and House to favor the said bill, as we are much interested in 
it being passed, particularly the part that goes to pensioning the widows 
of the Civil War veterans, as muny of them have spent the better part 
of their life in waiting on and taking care of the veterans without any 
apparent OL' real compensation therefor. · 

The post further finds that I. W. Johnston, commander of said post 
do make up said petition and sign the same in behalf of the po&i: and all 
of its members thereof, which I am hereby accordingly doing. 

l. W. JOH~STON, 
Oom,mander of P. B. Bier Post, No. 17, of the 

G. A. R. of West Voft·ginia, Mobley, W. Va. 
P. S.: Please file this with the Pension Committee. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 

Mr. WARREN, from the Committee on Appropriations, to 
which was referred the bill (H. R.16863) making appropriations 
for the legislative branch of the Govern.ment for the fiscal year 
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enlling June 30, 1928, and for other purposes, reported it with 
amenllrnents and submitted a report (No. 1442) thereon. 

l\Ir. STEPHENS, from the Committee on Claims, to which 
was r efenlell the bill ( S. 2886) for the x·elief of Barzilla William 
Bramble, reported it "'ithout amendment and submittell a 
report (No. 1443) thereon. 

Mr. BAYARD, from the Committee on Claims, to which "\Vas 
referred the bill (H. R. 10111) for the relief of D. Murray 
Cummings, reported it without amendment and submitted a 
report (No. 1444) thereon. 

l\Ir. TRA.l\11\IELL, from the Committee on Claims, to which 
was referred the bill (S. 4687) for the relief of Paul D. Carlisle, 
reported it without amendment and submitted a report (No. 
1445) thereon. 

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred the 
bill ( S. 5398) granting relief to Thomas 1\1. Livingston, reported 
it with amendments and submitted a report (No. H-!6) thereon. 

:;.\Ir. :1\"'YE, from the Committee on Claims, to which were 
referred the following bills, reported them severally without 
amendment and submitted reports thereon : 

A bill (S. 4739) for the relief of HarTy C. Ford (Rept. No. 
1447) ; 

A bill ( S. 5348) for the relief of Ira E. King (Rept. No. 
1448) ; and 

A biU (H. R. 2320) for the relief of Delmore A. Teller (Rept. 
No. 1449). 

l\Ir. HOWELL, from the Committee on Claims, to ·which was 
referred the bill ( S. 3653) for the relief of John H. Potter, sub-
mitted an adverse report (No. 1450) thereon. -

He also, from the same committee, to which were referred the 
following bills, reported them each without amendment and 
submitted reports thereon : 

A bill ( S. 872) for the ·relief of George A.. Robertson (Rept. 
No. 1451) ; and 

A bill (H. R. 3069) for the relief of Charles 0. Dunbar (Rept. 
No. 14G2). 

l\Ir. HOWELL also, from the Committee on Claims, to which 
was referred the bill (S. 4495) for the relief of Gustav E. 
Boettcher, reported it with an amendment and submitted a 
report (No. 1453) thereon. . 

1\Ir. MEANS, from the Committee on Olaims, to which was 
referred the bill ( S. 1900) for the refund of estate tax euo
neousiy collected, reported it without amendment and submitted 
a report (No. 1454) thereon. 

Mr. JOHNSON, from t1le Committee on Foreign -Relations, 
to which was referred the joint resolution (S. J. Res. 159) 
amending the act of May 13, 1924, entitled "An act providing 
a study regarding the equitable use of the waters of the Rio 
Grande," etc., reported it with an amendment and submitted 
a report (No. 1455) thereon. 

1\lr. ODDIE, fi·om tlie Committee on Mines and Mining, to 
which was referred the bill (S. 5329) to authorize increased 

. appropriations for the United States Bureau of Mines, and for 
other purposes, reported it '1\ithout amendment. 

Mr. GOODING, from the Committee on Irrigation and Recla
mation, to which was referred the bill (S. 5506) authorizing 
and directing the Comptroller General of the United States to 
make payments of certain claims or to allow credit to disburs
ing agents of the Bureau of Reclamation, Department of "the 
Interior, in certain cases, reported it with amendments and sub
mitted a report (No. 1456) thereon. 

MAJ. CHARLES BEATTY MOORE 

:i\Ir. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Mr. President, I ask leaYe 
to report from the Committee on Foreign Relations the bill 
( S. 5259) granting permission to Maj. Charles Beatty Moore, 
United States Army, to accept the following decorations, 
namely, the Legion of Honor tendered him by the Republic of 
France, and the officers' cross of the order Polonia Restituta 
tendered him by the Republic of Poland. I ask unanimous con
sent for its present consideration. 

Mr. CURTIS. There is no objection to the bill. 
There being no oujectio;n, the bill was considered as in Com

mittee of the Whole and was read, as follows: 
Be it enacted, etc., That Maj. Charles Beatty Moore, United States 

.Army, be authorized to accept the following decorations, namely (1) 
the Legion of Honor tendered him by the Republic of France, aud 
(2) the officers' cross of the order Polonia Restituta tendered him 
by the Republic of Poland, and that _):be Department of State be per
mitted to deliver the said decorations to Maj. Charles Beatty Moore, 
United States .Army. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, 
ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third 
time, and passed. 

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. I ask leave to have printed in 
the RECORD in connection with the bill a House committee re
pox·t on a similar bill. 

There being no objection, the House committee report was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as follows: 

[H. Rept. No. 1884, 69th Cong. 2d sess.] 

.PERMITTI~G MAJ". CHABLES BEATTY MOORE TO ACCEPT DECORATIOXS 
FROM FOREIGN COUNTRIES 

Mr. HILL of Alabama, from the Committee on Military Affair , sub
mitted the following report to accompany IT. R. 16563: 

The Committee on Military Affairs, to which was referred the bill 
(H. R. 16563) granting permission to 1Uaj. Charles Beatty Moore, 
United States Army, to accept the following decorations, namely, the 
Legion of Honor, tendered him by the Republic of France, and the 
officers' cross of the order Polonia Restituta, tendered him by the 
Republic of Poland, having considered the same, report thereon with 
the recommendation that it do pass. 

This is a measure to permit an Qfficer of the United States Army to 
accept several decorations bestowed upon him by foreign governments 
during his service at Warsaw and Paris. 

The translation of the awards read as follows : 

[Translation of Polish copy of diploma] 

The chancellor of the order Polonia Restltuta certifies that the 
Pre ident of the Republic, by decree of August 7, 1924, has placed 
Maj. Charles Beatty Moore, attache of the American U!gatlon, Warsaw, 
on the roster of knights of the Polonia Restituta, awarding him the 
decoration of officer's cross of this order. 

(SEAL: JAN KOCHANOWSKI, 
CHANCELLOR OF THE ORDER (Jl!ancellor. 

POLONIA RESTITUTA.] BOLESLAW OLSZEWSKI, General, 

No. 153. 
Secretary. 

KAZIMIERZ 0TWINOWSKI. 
[Translation of French copy of diploma] 

NATIONAL ORDER OF THE LEGION D'IIONNEUR. 
The great chancellor of the National Order of the Le,.ion d'Hon

neur certifies that by decree of July 31, 1926, the President of the 
Republic of France has conferred upon Maj. Charles B. Moore, of the 
American Army, assistant military attache to the American Embassy 
in Paris, the decoration of the chevalier of the National Order of the 
Legion d'Honneor. 

Paris, August 13, 1926. 
GE~ERAL DUBOIT. 

Seen, sealed, registered. No. 33595. 
[SEAL: J. RENAULT, 

CHA~CERY. OF THE LEGION D'HONNEUR The Ollie{ of the First But-eau. 
REPUBLIC OF FRANCE.] 

{Translation] 

RKPUBLIC OF FIUNCE, 
Paris, September :t, L926 • 

From : Ministry of War, Second Bureau, General Staff. No. 6941 2/11 
S.M. 

SIR: I have the honor to express my heartiest compliments for the 
Croix de Chevalier de la Legion d'Honneur which has been conferred 
upon you by decree of July 31, 1926. 

The badge and diploma will be forwarded to you care of General 
Dumont, French military attacM to Washington, to whom I have not 
neglected to address them. 

I am very happy that the proposition made by the general staff on 
this subject could be given satisfaction and beg to express, sir, the 
assurance of my high esteem and the most cordial remembrance . 

V. DUMONT, 
'l'ke Chief of Second, Bw·eau, General Staff. 

MonsietH' CHARLEs B. MooREJ 
Care of CoZ. Bent"lcy Mott, Military Attach~, 

American Emba-ssy, 5 rue Clzaillet, Parts. 
Other officers having been permitted to accept decorations by the 

enactment of the necessary legislation, your committee feels it is but 
fair to Major Moore to urge favorable action on this measure. 

BRIDGE BETWEK..."i CEDAR POINT .AND DAuPHIN ISLAND, .ALA. 

l\Ir. STEW ART. From the Committee on Commerce I report 
back favorably with amendments the bill (S. 5596) granting 
the consent .of Congress to Dauphin Island Railway & Harbor 
Co., its successors and assigns, to construct, maintain, and oper
ate a railroad bridge and approaches thereto and/or a cause
way or toll bridge across the water between the mainland at or 
near Cedar Point and _ Dauphin 'rsland, and I submit a x·eport 
(No. 1457) thereon. I ask unanimous consent for its present 
consideration. 

There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of the 
·whole, proceeded to consider the bill. 
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The amendments were, on page 1, line 6, after the word 

" bridge" to strike out the comma and "viaduct, or causeway " ; 
on page 2, line 16, before the word " years ,. to strike out " ten " 
and insert " twenty " ; in line 19, before the word " or" to 
insert a comma and the words "going value"; in line 21, after 
tlle word " approaches " to strike out ·• including interest during 
construction and general expen~e properly chargeable to capital 
account,"; in line 24, after the word "value" to strike out the 
cvn1ma and the words "if any " ; on page 3, line 3, after the 
word " prope1·ty " to strike out the semicolon and insert a comma 
and the word " and " ; in line 4, after the word " improvement " 
to str:ke out the semicolon and the following: "and the net 
accumulated deficit under a fair return (namely, 8 per cent 
upon the properly recorded book value thereof), if any, in oper
ating incnme resulting from the operation of such bridge or 
viaduct from the time of completion thereof to the time of 
condemr.ation, according to the princivles of accounting for 
s:milar or comparable operations prescribed for railroads by the 
Interstate Commerce CommLsion; subject, as to original cost, 
to the provisions of section 4 " and in line 22, after the word 
"twenty" to insert a hyphen and the word "five," so as to 
makE: the bill read : 

Be it enacted, etc., That the consent of Congress is hereby granted 
to Dauphin Island Railway & Ilarbor Co., its successors and assigns, 
to construct. maintain, and operate a railroad and/or highway bridge, 
and approaches thereto, at a point suitable to the interests of naviga
tion, between Cedar Point and Dauphin Island, Little or Big, Mobile 
County, Ala., in accordance with the provisions of an act entitled "An 
act to n•gulate the construction of bddges over navigable waters," 
approved ~!arch 23, 1906, und subj-ect to the conditions and limita
tions contained in this act. 

SEc. 2. Afler the completion of such bridge, as determined by the 
Secretary of War, either the State of Alabama, auy political sub
division thereof within or adjoining which any part of such bridge 
·is located, or any two or more of them jointly, may at any time acquire 
and take over all right, title, and interest in such bridge and its ap
proaches, and any interests in real property necessary therefor, by 
purchase or condemnation In accordance with the laws of such State 
governing the acquisition of private property for public purposes· by 
condemnation. If at any time after the expiration of 20 y£>ars after 
the completion of such bridge the same is acquired by condemnation, 
the amount of damages or compensation to be allowed shall not include 
any allowance for good will, going value, or prospective revenues or 
profits, put shall be limited to the sum of (1) the actual cost of con
structing such bridge and its approaches, less a reasonable deduction 
for actual depreciation in value; (2) the actual cost of acquiring 
such interests in real property; (3) actual financing and promotion 
cost, not to exceed 10 per cent of the sum of the cost of constructing 
the briuge and its approaches and acquiring snch interest in real 
propet-t.r, and (4) actual expenditures for necessary improvements. 

SEC. 3. If such bridge shall at any time be taken over or acquired 
by auy municipality or other political subdivision or subdivh:ions of 
the State of Alabama under the provisions of section 2 of this act, 
and if tolls are charged for the use thereof, the rates of toll shall 
be so adjusted as to provide a fund sufficient to pay for the cost of 
maintaining, repairing, and operating the bridge and its approaches, 
and to provide a sinking fund sufficient to amortize the amount paid 
for such bridge and its approaches as soon as possible under reason
able charges, but within a period of not to exceed 25 years from the 
date of acquiring the same. After a sinking fund sufficient to amor· 
tize the cost of acquiring tlte bridge and its approaches shall have 
been provided, such bridge shall thereafter be maintained a.nd operated 
free of tolls, or the rates of tolls shall thereafter be so adjusted as 
to provide a fund of not to exceed the amount necessary for the proper 
care. r('pair, maintenance, and operation of the bridge and its ap
proaches. An accurate record of the amount paid for the bridge and 
its approaches, the expenditures for operating, repairing, and main· 
taiuing the same. and o! daily tolls collected shall be kept and shall 
be available for the information of all persons interested. 

8lliC. 4. The Dauphin Island Railway & Harbor Co., its successors 
and assigns, shall within 90 days after the completion of such bridge 
file with the Secretary of "'•ar a sworn itemized statement showing 
the actual original cost of constructing such bridge and its approaches, 
the actual cost of acquiring uny interest in real property necessary 
therefor, and the actual finnncing and promotion cost. The Secretary 
of War may at any time within three years after the completion of such 
bridge investigate the actual cost of constructing the same, and for 
such purpose the said Dauphin Island Railway & Harbor Co., its suc
cessor~ and as igns, shall make available all of its records in connec
tion with the financing and the construction thereof. The findings of 
the Secretary of War as to the actual original cost of the bridge shall 
be conclu. ive. subject only to rev1ew in a court of equity for fraud 
or w·ogs mistake. 

SEC. 5. The right to sell, assign, transfer. and mortgage all the 
rightH. powers, and privileges conff'rred by this ad is hereby granted 
to Dauphin Island Railway & llarbor Co., its successors and assigns, 

and any corporation to which or any person to whom such rights. 
powers, and privileges may be sold, assigned, or tmnsferred. or who 
shall acquire the same by mortgage foreclosure, or otherwise, is hereby 
authorized and empowered to exercise the same as fully as though 
conferred herein directly upon such corporation or person. 

SEC. 6. That the united States, having discontinued and sold to the 
city of l\fobile, Ala., the military reservation on Dauphin Island and 
having no further present interest in the acquisition of lands on said 
island, the conditions and options to repurchase reserved to the "Cnited 
States by that certain deed dated, to wit, September 18, 1911, executed 
by the Assistant Secretary of War conveying certain lands to said 
Dauphin Island Railway & Harbor Co. under authority of the act 
approved ~larch 4, 1911, are hereby waived and discharged. 

SEC. 7. The right to alter, amend, or repeal this net is h<'r<'hy 
expressly reserv£>d. 

The amendments were agreed to. 
The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 

amendments were concurred in. 
The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reauing read 

the third time, and passed. ' 
The title was amended so as to read: "A bill granting the con

sent of Congress to Dauphin Island Railway & Harbor Co., its 
successors and assigns, to construct, maintain and operate a 
railroad bridge and approaches thereto and/ ~r a toll bridge 
across the water between the mainland at or near Cedar Point 
and Dauphin Island .. , 

BlLT.S .AND JOINT RESOLUTIO~ IN'l'RODUCEO 

Bills and a joint resolution were introduced, read the fir~t 
time, and, by unanimous consent, the second time, and referred 
as follows: 

By Mr. FRAZIER: 
A bill ( S. 5665) to reorganize the administration of the 

Federal intermediate credit bank system, to create a Federal 
inter~ediate credit bureau, and for other purposes; to the 
Comnnttee on Banking and Currency. 

By 1\Ir. WADSWORTH: 
A bill ( S. 5666) for the relief of the owners of the sailing 

vessel Oreek.sea and all owners of cargo laden on board thereof 
at the time of her collision with the United States destroyer 
Sands; to the Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. CAPPER: 
A bill ( S. 5667) to exempt employees of the public-school sy:·

tem of the District of Columbia from the $2,000 salary limita
tio? provision of the legislative, executive, and judicial appro
priation act, approved May 10, 1916, as amended ; to the Com
mittee on the District of Columbia. 

By l\Ir. REED of Pennsylvania: . 
A bill (S. 5670) to amend the World War veterans' act of 

1924 as amended; to the Committee on Finance. 
By Mr. WADSWORTH: 
A joint resolution (S. J. Res. 160) directing and providing 

for the assembly, inventory, classification, preparation for 
publication, and publication of the official records and maps 
relating to the participation of the military and naval forces 
of the United States in the World War, and authorizing appro
priations therefor; to the Committee on 1\Iilitary Affairs. 

HOUSE BILL REFERRED 

The bill (H. R. 16888) granting the consent of Congress to 
the Padu<:ah Board of Trade (Inc.), of Paducah, Ky., its suc
cessors and asRigns, to construct, maintain, and operate a bridge 
across the Ohio River \vas read twice by its title and referred 
to the Committee on Commerce. 

AMENDMENTS TO FARM RELIEF BILL 

1\fr. MOSES submitted sundry amendments intended to be 
proposed by him to the bill ( S. 4808) to establish a. Federal 
farm board to aid in the orderly marketing and in the control 
and eli. position of the surplus of agricultural commodities, 
which were ordered to lie on the table and to be printed. 
CHANGE OF TITLE OF UNITED .STATES COURT OF CUSTOMS APPEALS 

Mr. METCALF submitted an amendment intended to be 
proposed by him to the bill (H. R. 16222) to change the title 
of the United States Court of Customs Appeals. and for other 
purposes, which was referred to the Committee on the Judiciary 
and ordered to be printed. 

AMENDMENT TO SECOND DEFICIE1'iCY APPROPRIATIO~ DILL 

Mr. HARRELD submitt~d an amendment intended to be 
proposed by him to the sec01h:I deficiency appropriation bill for 
the fiscal year 1927, which was referred to the Committee on 
Appropriations and ordered to be printed, as follows : 

At the proper place in the bill to insert : 
" That the Comptroller Genera) of the United State." hf', and he is 

hereby, authorized and directed to allow the claim of Chal'lea J. ITunt 
for compensation in the sum of $1,238.33 for services as finuucial clerk 



1927 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 3,405 
in the office of the Superintendent for the Five Civilized Tribes, at 
Muskogee, Okla., from April 25, 1926, to September 8, 1926, inclusive; 
which services were at. the rate of $3,300 per annum, and which clailil 
was disallowed by the Comptroller General in his settlement dated 
January 27, 1927." 

FOREIGN COMMERCE SERVICE 

Mr. WILLIS. Mr. President, I desire to call the attention of 
Senators to a certain bill and then ask permission to print in 
the RECORD a letter relative to that bill. 

The bill is Calendar No. 719, H. R. 3858, to establish in the 
Bureau of Foreign and Domestic Commerce of the Department 
of Commerce a foreign commerce service of the United States, 
and for other purposes. The bill has passed the House and 
has been reported favorably from the Senate Committee on 
Commerce, such report having been made on April 29 last. It 
is a measure of the greatest importance to the business in
terests of the country. I was about to say•that I know of no 
opposition to it; but I do know of a little opposition to it on 
the part of the Senator from Utah [Mr. KING]. However, I 
think that opposition can be allayed. · 

I simply call attention to the bill now in order that Senators 
may have an opportunity to examine it. At the earliest oppor
tunity, as soon as the measures before the Senate having the 
right of way can be disposed of, I shall seek to call up the 
measure to which I refer. 

I ask permission to have printed in the RECOR.D at this point 
the letter of M. B. Garber, of Orrville, Ohio. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without objection, leave is granted. 
The .letter is a,s follows : 

ORRVILLE, OHIO, February 8, 1m. 
Hon. 'FRANK B. WILLIS, 

Senator from Ohio, WasM.ngton, D. 0. 
Subject: Hoch bill (H. R. 3858) establishing status of Bureau o! Foreign 

and Domestic Commerce. 
Dun SIR: We understand that the above bill is about to be released 

for action of both the Senate and the House. It is also our under
standing that this bill establishes a definite legal status for the Bureau 
of Foreign and Domestic Commerce of the Department of Commerce, 
which heretofore has been maintained by annual appropriations. When 
such appropriations might fail the service would be destroyed. 

As one of your manufacturing constituents, we want to say that for 
many years we have found the Bureau of Foreign and Domestic Com
merce a very great help in what export business we do. It has been a 
wonderful service, especially since the Department of Commerce has 
been under Secretary Hoover, and we feel that anything that might be 
done to establish its permanency would be of great benefit to the country 
at large and to manufacturers who are looking for foreign outlets for 
their products. 

We, therefore, stand in favor of this measure and recommend it for 
your consideration. 

Most respectfully yours, 
THE SANDERSON-CYCLONE DRILL Co., 
M. B. GARBER, Sales Manager. 

THE CATHOLICS OJ!' THE SOUTH 

Mr. BRUCE. Mr. President, I would like to have inserted in 
the RECORD at this point, as a part of my remarks, a very inter
esting and valuable letter written by Mr. George Gordon Battle, 
a distinguished New York lawyer, to the editor of the New York 
World. It is entitled "The Catholics of the South." It sets 
forth the extent to which the Catholic element in the South is 
intimately and inseparably associated with everything that is 
best in the history and in the traditions and in the spirit of the 
South. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without objection, it is so ordered. 
The letter is as follows : 

THE CATHOLICS OF THE SOUTH 

NEW YORN, June £9, .192-f. 
To the EDITOR OF THE WORLD. 

SIR: It is well known that Gov. Alfred E. SID'ith, of New York, is a 
member of the Catholic Church; and that fact is frequently mentioned 
in discussing his merits as a candidate for President. His high char
acter and spotless record, his great ability and experience in public 
afl'alrs, and his extraordinary popularity with all classes of voters are 
conceded. But the fact that he worships God according to the dictation 
of his conscience, in the church to which his parents belonged and in 
which he was reared, is whispered about as an argument against his 
candidacy. 

It is said by some that this pre]udice is peculiarly strong in the 
Southern States. This should not be so, for of all the sections of this 
country the South has claimed, and with reason, to be most free from 
bigotry and religious intolerance. And certainly there 1s no part of 
our country that owes a greater debt of gratitude to the members of 
that ancient church in whose fold our governor ts to be found. 

As a man of southern birth and traditions, a Protestant, and a Mason, 
I protest with all the strength of which I am capable against any effort 
to import into my native South considerations and emotions of medieval 
and outworn bigotry-old, unhappy, far-off things. The South has 
always prided itself upon its early establishment of religious freedom. 
It was in Maryland that Lord Baltimore and his government promul
gated the toleration act of 1649. It was a Virginian, Thomas Jefferson, 
the founder of the Democratic Party, who was so devoted to this 
cause that he considered his authorship of the Virginia statute of 
religious freedom of 1786 as his chief title to fame, causing that fact 
to be inscribed in his epitaph, although he did not state in that epitaph 
that he had been twice President of the United States and had effected 
the Louisiana Purchase. In this statute which was drawn by him it 
is said: 

" Our civil rights have no dependence on our religious opinions more 
than on our opinions on physics or geometry; that therefore the oro
scribing of any citizen as unworthy to public confidence by laying upon 
him an incapacity of being called to the offices of trust and emolument, 
unless he professes or renounces this or that religious opinion, is depriv
ing him unjustly of those privileges and advantages to which, in common 
with his fellow citizens, he has a natural right." 

The Democratic Party, which Mr. Jefferson founded, has under 
Jackson, Van Buren, Cleveland, and Wilson followed those noble prin
ciples enunciated in the great Virginia charter of liberty. 

And, furthermore, the southern Catholics have always lived in peace 
and amity with their Protestant neighbors. They have formed an hon
orable and an important part of their respective communities, and they 
have done their full duty in building up the country in which they have 
made their homes. In Maryland, Charles Carroll of Carrellton was the 
wealthiest man of the period. He signed the Declaration of Independ
ence and devoted his life and his fortune to the cause of his country. 
Always in Maryland members of the Catholic Church have been among 
the most distinguished citizens. The late and lamented Cardinal Gib
bons was beloved and revered not only throughout the South but by the 
entire Nation. 

James Ryder Randall, the author of the noble anthem, " Maryland, 
My Maryland," was a Catholic. In Louisiana, with its phases of French 
and Spanish dlllnination, there has always been a very large Catholic 
population, which played a great part in the history of that State. 
In this copnection it is interesting to note that the two Chief Justices 
of our Supreme Court who were of the Catholic faith were both of 
southern birth and antecedents-Chief Justice Taney, of Maryland, and 
Chief Justice White, of Louisiana. 

And in the other Southern States, while the Catholics have not been 
so numerous, many of them have held high office, and they have always 
been among the best citizens. In North Carolina, for example, Judge 
William Gaston, of Newbern, a devout Catholic and an early student 
at Georgetown University, was for many years a judge of the highest 
court, and by common consent, one of the most prominent, useful, and 
beloved men of his time. At his death the General Assembly of North 
Carolina passed resolutions deploring his loss and stating "that in the 
course of a long and varied life his bright career has left to us an 
example worthy of imitation, and his unsullied character is one of the 
brightest jewels of the State." He was the author of the State anthem 
beginning with the words: "Carolina I Carolina! Heaven's blessings 
attend her." 

And in all the Southern States there have been like instances of 
eminent and beloved men and women who have been members of this 
ancient faith. Gov. John Floyd, of Vuginia, and his son, John B. 
Floyd, also governor of that State, were Catholics. There have been 
very many distinguished members of the Johnston family of Virginia 
who belonged to the same church. · 

But it was when the need of the South was greatest that Its Catholic 
sons and daughters stood nobly by its tlag and its destinies, offering up 
freely their lives and fortunes for the cause which they, in common 
with their fellow countrymen, deemed to be right. Many of their great 
chieftains were of this religious belief. General Beauregard and Gen
eral Hardee were lifelong Catholics. General Longstreet died in that 
faith. Admiral Raphael Semmes, who carried the Confederate tlag upon 
the Shenandoah in all the seven seas, was a follower of the same faith. 
Col. John W. Mallet, who was at the head of the ordnance service, 
making munitions of war for the Confederate Government, was a 
Catholic. Gen. Patrick R. Cleburne, who laid down his ll!e for the 
southern cause, was a Catholic, and so was Gen. William Lewis Cabell 
and very many others who followed the standards of Lee and of 
Jackson. 

And those Catholics served the cause of the South with their pens as 
well as by their swords. Theodore O'Hara, who was in the Confederate 
Army, wrote the beautiful and well-known poem, The Bivouac of the 
Dead, which referred, however, to the burial of southern troops killed 
in the Mexican War. 

The southern air of Dixie was written by a Catholic, Daniel Emmett. 
The stirring war song, Hurrah ! Hurrah ! For the Bonnie Blue Flag 
that Bears a Single Star, was written by another Catholic, Capt. Harry 
McCarthy, of Arkansas. · And we of the South can never forget the 
~ouching and imm<trtal lines of the poet "laureate of the Lost Cause, 
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Father Ryan, a Franciscan priest, who died in a monastery at Louis
ville. We remember, among our earliest recollections, the stanzas of 
The Conquered Banner and of 'l'be Sword of Robert Lee. I venture to 
quote three verses from The Conquered Banner : 

Furl that banner, for 'tis weary; 
Round its staff 'tis drooping drea1·y; 

Furl it, fold it, it is best; 
For there's not a man to wave it, 
And there's not a sword to save it 
.And there's not one left to lave it 
In the blood which heroes gave it; 
.And its foes now scorn and b-rave it; 

Furl it, hide it-let it rest! 
For, though conquered, they adore it! 
Love the cold, dead bands that bore it! 
Weep for those who fell before it! 
Pardon those who trailed and tore it! 
But, oh! wildly they deplore it, 

Now who furl and fold it so. 
Furl that banner, softly, slowly! 
Treat it gently-it is holy-

For it droops above the dead. 
Touch it not-unfold it never, 
Let it droop there furled forever, 

For it droops ab-ove the dead. 

.And we can never forget the last lines of The Sword of Robert E. Lee: 
Forth from its scabbard an in vain 

Bright flashed the sword of Lee; 
'Tis shrouded now in its sheath again, 
It sleeps the sleep of our noble slain, 
Defeated, yet without a stain, 

Proudly and peacefully. 

Father Ryan was chaplain in the Confederate Army; his brother, 
Capt. David J. Ryan, was killed in that service. It is hard to see how 
any man of southern memories can bear any rancor against a faith 
which has prouuced such friends of his native land . 

.And after the War between the States, when it was sought by the 
more bitter enemies of the South to convict and execute President 
Davis, a great Catholic lawyer, Charles O'Conor, the leader of the bar 
of the whole country, volunteered without fee to defend the cause of 
Mr. Davis, which he believed to be just. And he was assisted by Mr. 
Richard H enry Clarke, another distinguished Catholic counsel. At the 
same time, Mrs. Jefferson Davis was a fugitive in Georgia, deserted and 
penniless. While her husband was being freely defended by Catholic 
counsel of northern birth, she was herself aided by Sisters of Charity, 
who, according to the memoirs of Mrs. Davis, offered her $5 in gold, 
the sum total of their savings, and took over the care of her sick 
children. 

.And at a still later day in the dark period of reconstruction, it was 
to the democracy of New York, of New Jersey, and of Connecticut, 
largely led by Catholic statesmen, that the South looked for protec
tion against the legislation by which the bigots of the Republican Party 
were striving to humiliate and to destroy her. Such men as Senator 
Kernan and Senator Murphy, of New York, were among those who 
stood by the southern Senators and Congressmen in that trying 
time. • • • 

It can not be believed and 1t is not the fact that after these memories 
there can be any ill will or any ill feeling among the people of the 
South against our Catholic brothers or their ancient church. Indeed, 
whereas in Maryland and in Louisiana the Catholics are considerable 
in number, there is no vestige of such a feeling. Anyone who would 
attempt to raise such an issue in either of those States would be 
execrated and ridiculed. It is only where the Catholics are negligible 
in number and where there is ignorance of the true nature of their 
church that there remains some of the unhappy rancor borne of Old 
World quarrels aud misunderstandings. With better acquaintance and 
fuller understanding these obsolete prejudices will vanish like a mias
matic mist before the rays of the sun. 

By every consideration of political principle and tradition, by all the 
inducements of gratitude and friendship and loyalty, the men and 
women of the South should stand by their ancient creed of religious 
toleration and should not take it against any man who is a candidate 
for public office that he worships bis God ln tbe faith of his fathers. 

Faithfully, 
GEO. GORDON BATTLE. 

FARM BELIEF 

The Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, resumed the con
sideration of the bill (S. 4808) to establish a Federal farm 
board to aid in the orderly marketing and in the control and 
disposition of the surplus of agricultural commodities. 

Mr. NYE. Mr. President, perhaps little can be said by me 
that will add strength to the position at this time of the cause 
of legislation in behalf of the American farmer. I shall, there
fore, not detain the Senate for long in striving to make clear -. 

my position upon the bill now before us-the McNary-Haugen 
bill-and in endeavoring to meet two or three arguments 
which have been advanced against the bill. 

It is said by the foes of this legislation that it is too revo
lutionary in character; that the legislation is not essential ; and 
that the farmers should take care of their own surplus and 
other marketing problems; that the GoYernment of the United 
States does not owe the consideration asked in this bill; and 
that it will, if enacted into law, greatly increase living costs. 
I desire to confine myself to a discussion of these charges or 
complaints. 

I think, Mr. President, that in fairness one must agree that 
the thought involved in the McNary-Haugen bill is, in a degree, 
revolutionary, if we are to consider that any new idea in the 
solution of a problem is revolutionary. But Congress has done 
many things in history which have been of a revolutionary 
character. .. 

We must not lose sight of the fact that the situation which 
this bill aims to help correct i · a most revolutionary one. The 
farmer has been forced to confront such revolutionary changes 
during the last few years that he is wholly warranted in ask
ing such legislation as he now asks no matter how revolu
tionary it may seem to some. 

I should like, M1·. President, to refresh the memory of the 
Senate regarding the revolutionary situation with which agri
cultut·al America is contending because of revolutionary eco
nomic changes in late years. 

The Senator from Idaho has presented the great truths of 
the agricultural situation through his charts which hang at the 
back of the Chamber. No one who will give study to those 
charts dares maintain that agriculture is in any measure en
joying an economic balance with other industry in America. 

An increase of 1,300 per cent in bankruptcies among the 
farm people of America ought in itself be sufficient knowledge 
to convince Congress of the need for remedy, even though that 
remedy must be of a rather revolutionary nature. 

·carefully worked out statistics disclose the buying power of 
the farmer cut virtually in two ; they show the agricultural 
people, though constituting 29.9 per cent of the whole popula
tion, enjoying only 9.9 per cent of the current income; these 
figures show that there have been terrific losses in farm wealth 
during the last 10 or 15 years; that during the last 15 years 
the exchange value of farm lands has fallen from $17,000,000,000 
to $13,000,000,000; it is disclosed that during a 10-year period 
while the manufacturing wealth of America was increased by 
$9,000,000,000 agricultural wealth during the same period 
dropped approximately $4,000,000,000. These, Mr. Pre ident, 
indicate very revolutionary changes in an adverse way. There 
may be occasion for legislation of a revolutionary character 
to meet the situation which these changes have brought . 

To my mind, the fact of greatest weight in indicating the 
decay of our great agricultural industry is the increased in
debtedness against the farm population of America. In 1910 
the total farm indebtedness was placed at slightly more than 
$4,000,000,000. In 1925 that indebtedness had reached the stag
gering figure of over $12,00Q,OOO,OOO. Has that change been 
revolutionary'? Does it not merit revolutionary remedy? 

:Mr. President, I should like to call the attention of the 
Senate to the situation prevailing in my State. I speak of that 
more particularly because I am better acquainted with it than 
I am with agricultural conditions in other States, but I have 
reason to believe that what is true of North Dakota is largely 
true of every other agricultural State of the Union. 

I want to point out to the Senate this morning, if I may, 
that in 1910, 15 years ago, when North Dakota was virtually 
new, when her resources had hardly been touched, when the 
whole future was before her-and a very. bright future it was, 
indeed-we had 44,000 full farm owners in the State of North 
Dakota. while, according to the Federal census figures for 
1925, 15 years later we had only 26,000 full farm owners in the 
State of North Dakota. 

Fifteen years ago, at a time when the future was so bright 
before us, we had only 10.000 tenant farmers in the State of 
North Dakota, while in 1925, 15 years later, that number had 
grown from 10,000 to 26,000. 

Fifteen years ago only a little more than 4,000,000 acres of 
our farm lands in North Dakota were operated by tenants. 
Now that situation is changed, and the number of acres farmed 
by tenants has grown from 4,000,000 to 10,000.000. 

The value of all farm property in North Dakota in 1920 was 
$1,759,000,000, while in 1925 the value of all farm property had 
dropped to $1,191,000,000-a loss, if you please, in that short 
period of five years of a half billion dollars in the wealth of the 
farmers of the one State of North Dakota. 

A most interesting thing which, it occurs to me, every Senator 
ought to bear in mind in consideration of this farm bill is the 
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terrific loss which has come to the farmers of the United 
States as the re ult of the depreciated value of liv-estock upon 
the farm. Much is said these days about the need, if the farmer 
is going to sav-e himself, if he is going to get back on his feet 
in an economic way, of a greater div-ersification. That means 
more than it means anything else that the farmers should go 
more extensively into the livestock busin'ess. 

Mr. President, I should like to point out that 15 years ago 
the farmers of North Dakota did not have nearly so many 
head of livestock nor so fine a grade of livestock as they had 
in 1923. In 1925 they had more head of horses, more mules, 
more beef cattle, more dairy cattle, more swine, more sheep, 
more chickens--more in aU departments of livestock-than they 
ha~ in 1910; and yet, what they had in 1925, though they had 
more of it, though they had more head and though it was of a 
finer grade, a more thoroughbred grade, was worth less money 
in the estimation of the Bureau of the Census of the United 
States than that lesser amount which they had 15 years ago, 
in 1910. What they bad in 1910 was valued at $108,000,000, 
while what they had in 1925, though they had more of it, was 
valued at $94,000,000, according to the Federal census. 

I have spoken of the .number of so-called full farm owners 
left in North Dakota-26,000 in number now, as compared with 
44,000 in 1910. I should like further to point out the figures 
of the Census Bureau to show just to what extent in fact the 
26,000 are farm owners. The census figures disclose that the 
value of all the farm lands and buildings possessed by the so
called full farm owners in North Dakota in 1925 was $200,000,-
000; but, Mr. President, against that value of $200,000,000 there 
is a mortgage indebtedness of $82,000,000 ; in other words, 41 
per cent of the holdings of the so-called full farm owners in the 
State of North Dakota is mortgaged to-day and those who still 
maintain that they are farm owners to-day are wondering how 
long they will be permitted to retain their property. 

Mr. President, to my mind the United States has never con
fronted a more serious situation than it confronts to-day grow
ing out of the agricultural situation, and I hope with all my 
heart that what now appears to be true will come true, namely, 
that the Congress of the United States will during this session 
of Congress do their part to enact into law the McNary-Baugen 
bilL 

I have spoken f the revolutionary nature of this law which 
is proposed. 1\fr. President, it is not nearly so revolutionary 
as will be proposals made or tll ~ action which will be taken if 
we do not cope, and cope soon, with this perplexing, this serious 
problem as it conf1·onts the American farmer to-day. 

Mr. President, if the farm relief bill which we now have be
fore us is revolutionary in character let us not forget for a 
moment that we are striving to meet a most revolutionary 
situation. 

Xow, as to the contention that the farmer ought to take care 
of his own surplus and not ask the Government or expect the 
Government to help. him take care of it, I have only this to say: 
.Anyone who knows of the experience of the farmers in their 
cooperative endeavors in the past is not blaming the farmer if 
he declines to spend another penny in cooperative enterprises 
until he knows that be is going to have the aid of the protect
ing hand of his Government in the battles which will be made in 
the future, as they have been made in the past, upon his enter
prises of a cooperative nature by selfish influences which con
tribute little to life other than added fees to the sum total of 
living costs to-day. 

The farmer has lost confidence in cooperation of the kind he 
knows about. He has been in times past a great cooperator, 
and out in the great Northwest there have been many thoroughly 
good and deserving cooperative enterprises, but only to what 
end? Although they have been watched closely, eventually 
they have been forced to the wall and their life crushed· out 
after the farmer had invested his hundreds and thousands of 
dollars in such cooperatives. 

I should like, Mr. President, for the information of those who 
argue that the farmer ought to take care of the surplus problem 
and Rhould solve it through cooperative enterprises, to relate 
the experiences of what was perhaps the greatest cooperative 

. undertaking ever known in the Northwest. The farmers at 
that time, realizing the· need of cooperation, seeing what coop.. 
eration might do for them, launched out into what came to be 
known as the great equity cooperative exchange. That ex
change, interesting many thousands of farmers and several 
million of their dollars, made purcha es of terminal facilities, 
made purchases of elevators throughout the grain disb.·icts of 
the Northwest, and were prepared to engage in the general 
marketing of the grain in that way. That was altogether to 
their credit, but eventually the Equity Cooperative Exchange 
found itself forced to the wall. There were members who had 
followed closely the activities of the exchange who knew that 

there had been honest management, who knew that there had 
been a thorough and sincere effort made to cause the Equity 
Cooperative Exchange to function properly and wtt:hin reason
able limits, who wondered what was the cause of that failure. 
They finally succeeded in engaging the interest of the Federal 
Trade Commission and the Federal Trade Commission even
tually made an investigation of the causes of the failure of the 
Equity Cooperative Exchange. The findings of the Federal 
Trade Commission, 1\fl". President, contained in a report that is 
available to all who cru·e to read it, discloses in no uncertain 
terms just why the Equity Cooperative Exchange was defeated 
and just why the farmer could not have expected to have made 
a success of any cooperative enterprise in which he might 
interest himself. The report of the Federal Trade Commi sion 
discloses that the Equity Cooperative Exchange was boycotted 
and saboti.zed to its death. Boycotted and sabotized by whom? 
It was boycotted and sabotized by the very same interests which 
to-day are in the front rank of those leading the opposition to 
the so-called :McNary-Haugen bill. The Federal Trade Commis
sion declared in their report that the Minneapolis Chamber of 
Commerce and other interests which had been mulcting the 
people of the United States in the marketing of food products 
had interested themselves in the death of the Equity Coopera
tiv-e Exchange from the day of its birth, and :finally succeeded 
in their design by sending their agents and representatives out 
over the territory which this exchange was serving, betraying 
it and playing upon the prejudices and fears of the farmers 
who had invested their dollars in the enterprise. So it finally 
collapsed because of the program that had been instituted 
against it by the Minneapolis Chamber of Commerce and other 
similar interests. 

The Federal Trade Commission report declares the names of 
the individuals who had a hand in that program of boycott 
and sabotage; and yet, Mr. President, in the four years that 
have transpired since the making of that report the Govern
ment of the United States has not taken one step to prosecute 
or punish those who were responsible for the wrecking of that 
greatest of all cooperative undertakings ever known out there 
in the great Northwest. And yet there are Senators here
there are people in general over the United States-who still 
insist that the only solution of the farmer's problem lies in 
cooperation, and that the' only way he can cooperate or should 
cooperate is to organize with his neighbors and to have all 
farmers belong to the organization. 

Mr. President, that day will never come so long as the 
farmer is permitted to feel, as he has a right to feel now, that 
his Government is not extending to him a helping hand in the 
protection of his cooperative enterp.rises as it is doing in the 
case of such agencies as the chambers of commerce and others 
which to-day are opposing. the McNary-Haugen bill. The en
actment of the McNary-Haugen bill into law, if it did not do 
one thing more than that, would largely restore to the farm 
people of the Northwest a measure of confidence in govern
ment and in cooperation. 

Certain foes of this farm bill are, or seem to be, deeply con
cerned about the increased living cost which this bill might 
occasion. 

Mr. President, I doubt that this bill, if enacted into law, 
would increase living costs to any noticeable degree. The pay
ment of a few more cents to the farmer for his bushel of wheat 
should cause no change whatsoever in the price of bread. 

Department of Agriculture figm·es disclose that during the 
last five years there has been at some time or other a varia
tion of as much as $1.31 per bushel in the price of wheat, while 
the cost of a pound-loaf of bread in New York during the same 
period has varied not over three-tenths of a cent. These facts 
would hardly bear out the contention that reasonably increased 
prices for wheat materially affect the cost of bread; and yet 
an inc.Pease of a few cents in the price paid for wheat means 
very much to a State like mine, North Dakota. Our produc
tion of wheat in North Dakota is on such a scale that an in
crease or decrease of only 1 cent per bushel means a million 
dollars more or a million dollars less to the half million people 
who populate that State . 

In other words, under favorable growing conditions an in
crease of 50 cents per bushel for wheat would mean an in
creased purchasing power of $50,000,000 to be divided among 
the 600,000 people of North Dakota; and what would such an 
increase do to the price of bread? At the outside such an in
crease in wheat prices should not increase bread costs half a 
cent a loaf. -

Four and four-tenths bushels of wheat are utilized in the 
manufacture of a barrel of :flour. Not all of this wheat stays 
in the flour. Only 70 per cent of it is utilized there, the re
maining 30 per cent being finished as a by-product. Conse
quently, the' actual bushelage of wheat in a barrel of :flour is 
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but 3.08. An increase of 50 cents per bu...<;hel in the price of 
wheat, it must therefore be seen. adds but $1.54 to the cost of 
a barrel of flour. 

Three hundred and thirty-four 1-pound loaves of bread are 
available from a barrel of flour. Divide the $1.54 increased 
wheat cost by that number of loaves, and you will find the 
added cost of each loaf of bread to be not necessarily more than 
one-half a cent-forty-six one-hundredths of a cent, to be exact. 
The average consumption of bread in the United States is about 
334loa>es of a pound each per year. Consequently we :find that 
an increased price of 50 cents for a bushel of wheat would not 
add over $1.53 to the average living cost in the United States. 

Would this be burdensome? Would it be out of step with the 
trend of the times? ·would it be unreasonable when we find it 
to be a fact that manufacturing wealth has increased $9,000,-
000,000 during the same period in which agricultural wealth 
has been decreased by practically $4,000,000,000? 

Surely, Mr. President, the enactment of the McNary-Haugen 
bill is not going to work any severe hardship upon the con
sumers of food in America. Any complaint the consumer has 
to-day must be not of the price the farmer receives for his 
product, but, instead, of the costs added here and there along 
the line of marketing from the time it leaves the farm until it 
finds itself ready for the consumer; 

To my mind, Mr. President, the question before us resolves 
itself to one which finds the Government of the United States 
asked to help agriculture out of difficulties into which it has 
been forced or permitted to be forced by that very Government; 
and yet Senators declare that the farmer has no right to expect 
this consideration from his Government? · 

Say what the Members of this body will, the fact remains 
. that agriculture has not -been able to keep step with the eco
nomic structure which this Government has builded through 
legislation. It is true that that legislation has included agricul
ture and agricultural products in name, but this (egislation has 
been meaningless to the farmer, because he was not organized 
to avail himself of the benefits to be enjoyed under such legisla
tion. The result is that the farmer is left on a materially lower 
economic plane Ulan is industry in general, which bas availed 
itself of the benefits of this legislation. To~day finds the farmer 
producing and selling on a lower standal"d than the average 
American standard. He is selling what he produces at less than 
American standard-of-living prices, while he is paying for things 
which be needs must buy, things produced by others, at the 
American standard-of-living price. 

There are those who argue that, feeling as we do about this 
matter, we ought to get over into the free-trade camp. I deny 
that there is ground for such an argument. We want the pro
tection which legislation will give agriculture. That legislation 
has been written. We now want to be placed in a position to 
enjoy the benefits of tha.t legislation, and we feel that the enact
ment of the .1\IcNary-Haugen bill will accomplish that end. 

It is declared that this legislation proposed for the farmer is 
economically unsound. If that is true, then, Mr. President, our 
economic structure to-day is wholly unsound. The McNary
Haugen bill only aims to make it possible for legislation already 
written and enjoyed by others to be equally enjoyed by the agri
cultural people. 

I am satisfied that thj.s agricultural problem would not have 
been with us so soon had it not been for the wicked and vicious 
deflation program visited upon America in 1920 and 1921. That 
program all but smothered agriculture. It was a program 
which the Government of the United States permitted to be 
carried through. Had the Government then exercised its pow
ers and duties, those black pages in American history would 
not now be written. 

The fact stands out, in any event, that the Government is 
largely responsible for the deplorable condition of agriculture 
to-day. We had better make it now our first duty to help 
.agriculture back onto its feet. The enactment into law of the 
McNary-Haugen bill will be a step in the right direction. It 
may not accomplish as much as some claim in its behalf, but it 
will be a start, at least. Something will have been afforded on 
which we can build from year to year, to the end that the busi
ness of farming can once again become worthy of the following 
of those whose calling and whose work is nearer to being God's 
work than any other. 

Mr. President, in the name of fair play I urge the favor of 
the Senate toward this farm bill. It will go far in restoring 
confidence. It will unburden many hearts which have been 
virtually convinced that they and their worthy· industry are 
destined to be continually ignored by the very Government 
which was built upon their industry. .A. stitch now, I might 
suggest, may save the necessity ot more revolutionary action 
than now is asked. 

Mr. W .A.TSON obtained the floor. 
Mr. COPELAND. l\lt. President, will the Senator from 

Indiana yield for a moment? 
Mr. W .A.TSON. For what purpose? I am Yery anxious to 

conclude tlle few remarks that I care to make. 
Mr. COPELAND. I desire to ask a question of the Senator 

from North Dakota. Will the Senator yield just a moment for 
that purpose? 

Mr. W .A.TSON. I will yield if it does not lead to debate; 
but, because of other matters, I am compelled to kave the 
floor of 'lhe Senate. 

1\Ir. COPELAND. The Senator from North Dakota concluded 
with such a remarkable statement that I should like to ask him 
what he means by it. He said that unless this measure is 
passed it "ill lead to some more reYolutionary action. I assume 
the Senator means by that that if this bill should not be passed 
or if it should be vetoed, it would lead to a revolt on the part 
of the American farmer and a destruction of the protective
tariff system. 

Mr. NYE. I would not say that that was the thought I 
intended to convey. The thought I wanted to convey was that 
when people long suffer such ills as the American farmer has 
been suffering during the · last number of years, it is. rather 
difficult to say what step the farmer might take next if he finds 
himself deprived of the hope he now entertains growing out of 
his knowledge of the pendency of the :McNary-Haugen bill. 

l\Ir. COPELAND. · If I ui:lderstood the Senator correctly, the 
farmer's economic situation is so distressing that there must be 
some measure of relief. In that I entirely agree with the Sena
tor; but if revolutionary action is taken, as hinted by the Sena
tor, it must mean that there will be a destruction of that other 
tmeconomic thing, the protective-tariff system, in order that the 
farmer may compete on the same plane with all other industry 
at this time. · 

Mr. NYE. 1\fr. President, I do not know why we need mince 
words about this matter. To my mind, the 1\fcNary-Haugen 
bill clearly is nothing more than an endeavor to make available 
to the American farmer the benefitS of the protective tariff law 
and of other legislation, just as it has been beneficial to other 
industry. If the farmer finds himself deprived of the oppor
tunity to get in under the protective wing o! that law, certainly 
he can not be e·:xpected forever · to· go on aii~ say: "All right; 
let the thing stand just as it is ; ·we are not going to complain 
any more." · 

Frankly, if the American farmer can not have the protection 
which laws already written are intended to afford him, then, 
to my mind, he is going to be subject to the charge of being 
all manner of an idiot if he does not insist upon all industry 
in the United States coming down to the same footing that the 
American farmer is on to-day. That will give him at least a 
better balance than he has now; but, Mr. President, understand 
me: I have not in·my acquaintance a single farmer who desires 
that sort of a situation, because they feel that to wreck the 
structure which already has been builded, the structure we are 
living on to-day, might easily bring about a more serious situa
tion than confronts the American farmer to-day, and bring it 
about in so general a way that our whole economic structure 
here in America would . crumble, to the disadvantage of all 
of us. 

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President--
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. LA FoLLETTE in the chair). 

Does the Senator from Indiana further yield to the Senator 
from New York? 

1\!r. WATSON. No, Mr. President; I decline to yield. 
The PRESIDING OFlnCER. The Semi.tor from . Indiana 

declines to yield. 
Mr. W .A.TSON. Time is of the essence of things in the Sen

ate, · and therefore I ha>e committed to paper what I desire 
to say on one phase ouly of this subject. In tlle interest of time, 
also, I a sk to be allowed to proceed without interTuption, 
because I am very anxious to conclude what I shall have to say. 

THE EQUALIZA.TIO~ FEE 

I shall not take the time to explain what the equalization · 
fee is as provided by this measure or the manner of its collec
tion, as all Senators are familiar with these propositions. 

No farm legislation can be made helpful that· does not pro
vide some method of taking care of surplus production, and in 
my judgment the only sound way to do this necessary thing is 
·by means of an equalization fee. 

The opposition to surplus-control legislation has picked the 
equalization fee as the vital point in this legislation, and spe· 
cial efforts have been made to eliminate it from any bill that 
may be passed by Congress. 
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One by one the objections which for three years have been 

urged against farm-relief legi~lation have been abandoned ex· 
cept the one to the equalization fee. 

The most unreasoning opponent no longer denies that the 
condition of agriculture is desperately bad; and all but a few 
concede that there is nothing in present conditions and tend
encies which promises relief. Only a negligible number any 
longer deny that the agricultural situation justifies construe· 
tive aid by the GoYernment. 

The plain and simple terms of the measure supported by 
representative farm organizations have convinced, if they have 
not silenced, the partisans who have been shouting "price 
fixing " and " Government in business," but every opponent of 
this legislation joins in the chorus of opposition to the equaliza· 
tion fee. 

The entire controversy, in Congress and out of it, over farm 
legislation has finally resolved itself into this propqsition from 
the opposition : 

Any farm legislation within reason, provided it contains no equaliza· 
tion fee. 

The reason for all this is obvious. Surplus-control legisla
tion without the equalization fee would be unworkable and 
ineffective. The fee is the crux of the whole situation. 

II 

Although opposition to the equalization fee has been voiced 
many times in Congress, in personal discussions, and in the 
press, one will have difficulty in recalling more than two defi
nite reasons for opposition to · it. Some argue that it is uncon
stitutional; others, that farmers do not want it. 

The purpose of the equalization fee is (a) to raise ftmds from 
trade in a commodity to enable farmers to manage temporary 
and seasonal surpluses in ways that will prevent such surpluses 
from driving the price of the whole crop to unprofitable levels, 
and (b) to distribute the costs and benefits ratably to all the 
marketed product. · 
. .Whatever plan mny be employed will involve cost, expense, 
and financial risk. Our export SUl'plus of wheat can not be 
handled in a way to maintain a domestic price level in keeping 
with American standards of living and with domestic industrial 
prices without involving costs, trade risks, and losses. Surplus 
cotton can not be carried over from years of large crops to years 
of small crops without expense and some risk of loss. In a 
word, stabilization of agriculture can not be accomplished by 
theorizing and talking about it, but must be accomplished in 
the market places by actual transactions in actual commodities. 
Such transactions require money and involve possibilities of 
gains and losses. · 

Who shall manage such transactions? Who shall furnish the 
money, and who shall take the risks? There is but one proper 
answer-the farmers themselYes. How will farmers themselves 
get the money to do these necessary things? By voluntary 
action, or through a device cre~ted by legislation? That is the 
h;sue now before Congress . . 

The opponents of this legislation admit the deplorable condi
tion of farmers ; they admit that control of surplus is a prac
ticable remedy, but they contend that it should be done by 
voluntary action through cooperatiYe associations and without 
an equalization fee. 

ards of equipment was compelled by Federal action through the 
Interstate Commerce Commission. 

Theoretically it has always been possible for bankers and 
business men to establish uniform practices with respect to 
bills, notes, drafts, and so forth, but actually if has been im
possible, and uniformity came only through the device of negoti
able instruments legislation. 

Theoretically it has always been possible for shippers of 
fruit and vegetables to establish uniform sizes and shapes for 
boxes, barrels, and crates by cooperative action, but experience 
pro-ved to the contrary, and Congress by the device of a Federal 
law supplemented cooperative effort and compelled all shippers 
to use the same size and shape of containers. 

Theoretically it was possible for labor to organize so com
pletely that all Government work would be done on an eight
hour basis; but practically it was impossible and Congress 
stepped in and did by law what cooperation alone could not do. 

This list of examples might be extended indefinitely to prove 
that when the public good can not adequately be served by 
voluntary cooperation it has been the settled policy of our 
Government to provide by legislation the means to the desired 
end. Frequently it is nothing more than a device by which the 
minority may be required to conform. The device yaries with 
the subject matter. It was compulsory stock subscription in the 
case of the Federal re erve law ; it was a fine in the case of 
the uniform containers law. 

When we consider the basic and fundamental aspects of the 
smplus control . bill its similarity with much familiar and ac
cepte<il legislation becomes apparent. There are differences in 
method and detail, of course, just as different methods of taxa
tion are employed with different classes of property, but in all 
cases the aim and purpose is the same--to have all classes of 
property contribute to the support of government. 

Every industry is in some respects different from every other 
industry, and a legislative device that will aid one may not 
benefit another. 

The surplus control act with the Federal farm board, the 
stabilization fund and the equalization fees are for agriculture 
what the Federal reserve act is for banking; the transportation 
act for railroads; the immigration law, the eight-hour law, and 
numerous other labor laws for labor; the tariff act for industry 
and innumerable other Federal laws are for the special interests 
they serve. 

IV 

It may be argued that it is possible for all wheat growers to 
cooperate in handling wheat exports in a way that will main
tain a domestic price in keeping with American standards of 
living and American industrial prices, but actually it i.;; im
possible. 
· ·It mny be argued that it is possible for all cotton growers to 
cooperate in withholding the unneeded parts of their crop from 
the market in years of large production and feeding it back 
again as needed, but actually such a thing is impossible. 

The same is true of all other crops. All farmers will never 
join cooperative-marketing associations, just as all national 
banks would never -voluntarily join the Federal reserve system, 
and all shippers would never use the same kind of containers. 

A fraction of a group will not voluntarily assume the entire 
· cost of a ser-vice to the entire group. Quite a number of 

III farmers' cooperatives in the United States have undertaken to 
Theoretk:ally the banks of the c_ountry could have cooperated stabilize markets by carrying seasonal surpluses over into the 

in the control of their credit resources and brought stability next year, but in every such case the effort has failed, and in 
without Federal legislation, but actually the task was impos- some cases the cooperative itself has been wrecked. 
sible. Theoretically the stockholders of all the banks could A fraction of the producers of wheat, even a large fraction, 
have organized central banks, which could have done many can no more assume the entire cost of stabilizing the wheat 
of the things which Federal reserye banks are now doing to market on an American basis than a voluntary local improve
adjust the supply of bank credit to the legitimate needs of the I ment association can assume the entire cost of building levees 
country. But, in reality, it was impossible to secure the neces- ' or good roads. 
sary unity of action by so large a number of stockholders. A fraction of the producers of cotton, even a large fraction, 
Legislation was necessary to compel bankers to do what they can no more assume the entire cost of stabilizing the cotton 
should do, but would not, by voluntary action. Therefore, Con- market through cooperative associations than a few national 
gress, by the device of the Federal reserve law, created the plan banks can voluntarily assume the maintenance of the Federal 
of stabilization and compelled national banks to provide ratably reserve system. 
the capital necessary to operate it. 

Theoretically it was possible for the many railroad corpora
tions and the many organizations of railway labor to set up by 
voluntary action agencies necessary to stabilize railroad labor 
conditions. Actually effective voluntary cooperation was im
possible. Hence, by the device of the Railway Labor Board, 
Congress sought to provide the nece sary supplement to -volun
tary action. 

Theoretica.lly railroad companies by voluntary cooperation 
could have established uniform standards of car equipment to 
permit free interchange of cao:;, but actually such cooperation 
was impossible; hence un~versal acceptance of uniform stand-

L:XVIII--215 

v 
The equalization fee is a new thing in name only. The prin

ciple involved in it is as old as the Government itself. It is 
this : That all beneficiaries of an undertaking in behalf of 
the · public welfare shall contribute ratably toward paying the 
cost. 

It will cost money to manage surpluses and stabilize markets 
for farm crops. The producers of each crop-all of them, not 
a few of them-should pay the cost and bear the losses, if any, 
because they will be the direct beneficiaries. What better way 
can be devised for doing that than collecting a small fee on each 
marketed unit of the crop? 
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We a1·e told that such a fee would be unconstitutional. Such 
a statement is merely an opinion; and the same thing has been 
said of every important legislative act of Congress since the 
Government was founded. Many lawyers, including the very 
able lawyers employed by the House and Senate to aid com
mittees in preparing legislation, hold that the equalization fee 
is constitutional. Many of the ablest lawyers in both Houses 
take the same new. No one has yet an wered the constitu
tional argument of the late Senator Cummins, of Iowa, in the 
Senate as reported in the CoNGRESSIONAL RECORD of June 19, 
1926. 

Congress has never refu ed to pass an important measure 
because a few men claimed it was unconstitutional. Why make 
an exception in the case of farm legislation? 

VI 

It is asserted that farmers do not want farm relief if they 
must pay an equalization fee. 

There is no fact basis for such an assertion. Prolonged 
hearings have been held by committees of the House and Senate 
on bills carrying an equalization fee since 1924. The record 
does not disclose that a single farmer has appeared to protest 
against it. Surely, if farmers are strongly opposed to it, some 
evidence of that fact would have found its way into the record 
of these hearings. 

On the contrary, practically every farmers' cooperative and 
farm organization, who e members produce the commodities 
named in this bill, is supporting this legislation. 

These facts raise the question, Who represent farmer opinion 
and farmer sentiment-Washington politicians, grain exporters; 
the United States Chamber of Commerce, business lobbyists, 
or the farmers' own organiziations? 

Why should not farmers be willing to pay a small equaliza
tion fee to get profitable prices? The farmers of the South 
paid to somebody what amounted to a fee of $35 a bale loss on 
their cotton this year because they did not haye a chance to 
pay a $2 a bale equalization fee to take the surplus off the mar
ket. The wheat, corn, and hog producers are paying more 
than the amount of an equalization fee eyery year in the 
form of losses becau e they have no effective method to main
tain profitable prices. 

vn 
To offer Government loans to farmers as a substitute for an 

equalization fee is to do a useless thing. Loans are useful and 
necessary in business, but they can not properly be used or 
substituted for original capital. In like manner commodity 
stabilization funds must consist of original capital drawn from 
the particular industry to be stabilized and not of loans from 
the Government to some of the people in the industry. 

As losses and costs of stabilizing farm crops must be paid 
out of the stabilization funds there will be need for periodieal 
or occasional replenishment. Funds for that purpose should 
be provided by the particular crop industry through an equali
zation fee. 

If the stabilization funds should be secured by loans alone, 
impairment of them by costs and losses resulting from opera
itons, could only be made good with further loans. Merely to 
state this method is to expose the utter fallacy of stabilizing 
crops by use of loans. 

The equalization fee will serve three principal purposes. It 
will provide the capital fund for managing surpluses, it will pro
rate the cost equitably upon all the marketed units of the com
modity, and it will operate in some degree as a restraint upon 
overproduction. 

Under no conceiYable circumstances can loans by the Govern
ment, or any other agency, accomplish any one of these three 
purposes. Therefore no loan plan can properly be called an 
adequate stabilization plan. 

VIII 

Some have objected to an equalization fee on the ground that 
it involves some degree of compulsion ; that farmers will rebel 
against the collection of a fee on their products. There is a 
measure of compulsion in the bill, as there is in all law. No 
law is ever needed to require people to do that which all of 
them will do "Voluntarily. 

The terms of the bill prevent its application to any com
modity unle:::s the spokesmen and repre entatives of the pro
ducers of that commodity ask for it. When that happens the 
bill would require the collection of the fee upon all the mar
keted units of that commodity. The principle involved is funda
mental in popular government. 

There is much more compulsion, and of the same kind, in the 
Federal reserve act than is proposed in the surplus control act. 
During the debate on the bank bill in the recent Los Angeles 

convention of the American Bankers Association, l\Ir. ~lax B. 
Nahm, vice president of the Citizens National Bank and Bowling 
Green Trust Co. of Bowling Green, Ky., said: 

The Federal reserve syste< a can be preserved only by con. cripted 
capital. You can com;cript the capital only of national banks. The 
law does not allow you to reach the State banks. 

I say that the Federal reserve system can exist only on a conscri'pted 
capital. During the Revolutionary War the continental States bad 
no authority, and the Revolutionary War was won by private sub. crip· 
tions of Washington and Morris and the G{)\erument of France. Dur· 
ing the Civil War the United States could not sell Its bonds, nnd Sal
mon P. Chase and Jay Cooke raised $2,000,000,000 through the na tional 
banking system. In the last war you sold 23,000,000,000 of bonds 
through the Federal reserve easier than they did $2,000,000,000. 

In the course of the same debate, Mr. H. H. :Mc:Kee, presiuent 
of the National Capital Bank of Washington, D. C., said: 

We can not have a Federal resen·e system in this country that is 
not based upon the compulsory membership of national banks that are 
under the sole and supreme authority of the Federal Government, 
that can make them contribute the cavital and the a~ sets to that great 
system to make it :function. 

If it was right to compel all national banks, the willing and 
the unwilling, to provide the capital funds necessary to stabi
lize the banking business, how does it become wrong to require 
a minority of farmers to contribute a small fee to stabilize 
their particular branch of the agricultural industry? ' 

Everybody knows that a majority of the national banks 
opposed the passage of the Federal reserve act. It is equally 
well known that a majority of interested farmer ' organizations 
favor the passage of the surplus control bill with the equaliza
tion fee provision. 

The Federal reserve act became operative when pas ed by 
Congress. The surplus control bill will apply to a particular 
commodity only when the :;;pokesmen and representatiYe of 
the commodity ask for it to be applieu. It is not nearly so 
arbitrary and compulsory in character as the banking bill. 

National banks can not relieve themselves of the reqnh-ements 
of the Federal reserve act, but farmers may relieYe themselves 
of the provision of the surplus act when there is no need for it. 

It is beyond the point to say that the"'e comparisons are inapt 
because national banks are chartered by the Government. Their 
stockholders are citizens and their investments are private 
property and just as much under the legal and moral protec· 
tion of the Constitution and the Government as are farmers 
and their property. If it is a dght and moral policy of gov
ernment to require owners of national-bank stock to pay an 
assessment into a capital fund to stabilize the banking busi
ness, why is it not a right and moral policy to require owners 
of farm crops to pay a small fee into a capital fund to stabilize 
the branch of agriculture? 

IX 

Another frequently beard objection is that surplus-control 
legislation is new and novel and an untried experiment. 

In the very nature of things all fundamental legislation must 
be new and untried and to that extent an experiment. The 
interstate commerce act was an untried e1..-periment when it was 
passed. So was the national bank law, tlie original protective 
tariff law, and all new legislation. 

It was impossible to know in advance exactly how any of 
these laws would operate. The same is true of surplus-control 
legislation. The condition of farmers is desperate and threatens 
the prosperity of other classes. While this is not the first time 
in history that agriculture has been unprofitable, there are in 
the present situation millly factors which were not present in 
other depre~sions and which give special significance to present 
conditions. 

The surplus ,control bill proposes a plan which is new as 
legislation, but old as business practice. It aims to make it 
possible for producers of five important farm commodities to 
create with their own money stabilization funds which will be 
employed to stabilize the market for the e crops by a sound 
business method. If all the wheat or all the cotton in the 
country were produced by a relatively small number of people 
such legislation might not be necessary because the producers 
could "get together" and stabilize their markets ns the Steel 
market, and many others are stabilized. But with farming in 
the hands of millions of men, legislation is required to secure 
stability. 

Nobody can guarantee the complete success of the plan. Ex
perience may and probably will suggest changes. More than 
30 provisions of the Federal reserve act have been modified 
since its enactment and many others are now pending. 
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To opvose surplus control legislation because it is new and 

untried, is not only illogical, but it is a discrimination against 
farmers because it makes a requirement of them that is not 
made of other classes when they seek legislation-that is final 
perfection and guarantee of perfect operation. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. Mr. President, in line with the 
concluding remarks of the Senator from Indiana I desire to say 
that during my service here there have been many bills pre
sented and considered to meet special situations. Dire pre
dictions were made and the constitutionality of every one of 
those measures was raised. but after their passage the legis
lation demonstrated its wisdom, its constitutionality was up-
held, and but little question now is raised with reference to 
it. I remember when the proposal was made to establish the 
parcel-post system in the country, it was met with very violent 
resistance. It was prophesied that it would practically destroy 
the mercantile business of the country ; yet that system went 
into effect and has been in operation for a good many years 
and there is no suggestion now of a change in it, at least no 
suggestion that it should be repealed. 

I also remember when it was proposed to establish a postal sav
ings bank system in the country that it was met with very vio
lent opposition, especially upon the part of the banking institu
tions of the country. I remember the argument on this floor in 
which the constitutionality of the legislation was raised and 
very earnestly pressed upon the consideration of the Senate. 
Notwithstanding those direful predictions, notwithstanding the 
opposition, the Congress provided for the postal savings bank 
system. No one bears any suggestion to-day for its repeal. 

I also remember that when the Federal reserve system was 
presented we bad days and weeks of violent controversy over 
that system. All sorts of woeful predictions were made as to 
the effect of it. It was enacted. As the Senator from Indiana 
said, it waS' not perfect. It bas been amended quite a good 
many times, but I do not hear anybody proposing to repeal 
that system. 

This was true with reference to the problem dealing with 
railroad transportation, especially since the war. We bad im
portant legislation proposed dealing with this situation. The 
legislation has been enacted. It has not been entirely satis
factory, but there is no proposal to repeal it all. There are 
proposals, however, to amend it to meet the objections which 
experience has proved justified. 

So with reference to the pending legislation. It is in a sense 
a departure, a new mo\ement, but I feel pretty confident that 
the calamitous predictions made with reference to the results 
which will come from it will be found just as baseless as in the 
past. It is a very serious problem we have to meet, and I feel 
that those 'vho have given it special study are proposing a 
measure which we can pretty confidently rely upon as one which 
will meet it in a reasonably satisfactory way. 

I have always felt that those who are peculiarly acquainted 
with the line of indusb.·y which is to be dealt with are better 
able to suggest the means of meeting the problems in that line 
of industry than anybody else. I have always felt that bankers 
were better able to determine what the problems of banking are 
and also are better able to suggest proper remedies to meet and 
solve those problems. I have always felt that the manufac
turer knows better the problems which face him and his indus
try and that he is better able to suggest remedies to meet the 
problems of his line of business than anybody else. 

So I have felt that the farmer knows the farmer's problems 
better than anybody else and that those who are especially 
familiar with the conditions which confront the farmer know 
better also the problems that face him and ought to be better 
able to suggest proper remedies than anybody else. As I under
stand it, this bill bas the practically unanimous approval of 
the great farm organization~ of the country. They have been 
working on it for years. I feel that I can pretty safely rely 
upon their judgment and the wisdom at least of the fundamental 
provisions of the measure, and that if passed it will go a long 
way toward meeting the farmer's problems. If experience 
demonstrates that it needs changing in any particular, that 
need can be met. So, Mr. President, I am going to vote for the 
measure. I feel that agriculture has special problems which 
we ought to be able to help to meet. 

I want to see agriculture put upon as stable a basis as pos
sible. As we enacted legislation which has apparently put our 
financial system upon a firm basis, so I believe we are able to 
put agriculture upon a reasonably firm basis. It used to be 
said that we must have, about every 8 or 9 or 10 years, a finan
cial panic, a crisis in the financinl affairs of the country. We 
do not hear much about that now. No suggestions of that sort 
are made now. Apparently our Federal reserve system has met 

that situation. So with the periodic recurrences of trouble and 
disaster for the farmer, it seems to me we ought to be able to 
devise some legislative system by which we can help the farmer 
to meet and do away with them. I am hopeful that the pending 
bill will go a long way toward doing it. 

I can talk about another matte~ without delaying the pas
sage of the bill, so I am going to take the time of the Senate 
for just a little while to discuss a question or problem which I 
consider almost as important as the farm situation. It is 
important to the farmer as well as to every line of industry in 
the country. 

MESSAGE FRO:U THE HOUSE 

A message from the House of Representati\es, by 1\Ir. H:!lti~ 
gan, one of its clerks, announced that the House had passed 
without amendment the bill (S. 4553) granting the consent of 
Congress to the Chesapeake Bay Bridge Co. to construct a 
bridge across the Chesapeake Bay from a point in Baltimore 
County to a point in Kent County in the State of Maryland. 

The message also announced that the House had agreed to 
the amendment of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 4553) authoriz
ing j:he President to restore Commander George M. Baum, 
United States Navy, to a place on the list of commanders of the 
Navy to rank next after Commander David W. Bagley, United 
States Navy. 

The message further announced that the House bad dis
agreed to the amendments of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 
3436) for the relief of certain officers and former officers of the 
Army of the United States, · and for other purposes; requested 
a conference with the Senate on the disagi:eeing votes of the 
two Houses thereon, and that Mr. STRONG of Kansas, Mr. 
WIN'IER, and Mr. LOWREY were appointed managers on the part 
of the House at the conference. 

THE MERCHANT MARINE 

Mr. JONES of Washington. Mr. President, I want to talk 
for just a little while with reference to the American merchant 
marine and the situation confronting us in regard to that 
matter. I want to call attention to certain facts which, in my 
judgment, justify the support of any measure which; as st.a.te{l 
by the able Senator from New York [Mr. CoPELAND], will give 
any reasonable hope of giving to the country an adequate 
merchant marine and putting it upon a permanent basis. I 
want to call attention to certain facts which it seems to me 
ought to awaken the American people to the situation which 
confronts us, the need of an American merchant marine, and 
to the importance of harmonizing our differences or at least 
getting together for the prime purpose of building ·up an 
American merchant marine. 

Mr. President, when the World War began the United States, 
rich and powerful, with a population of over 100,000,000 people, 
with a wealth surpassing that of any country on earth, and 
with a world commerce equal to if not greater than that of 
any other nation, had under her flag in the overseas trade 
only 15 ships of a total tonnage of 164,526. Less than 10 per 
cent of our billions of ocean commerce was carried under our 
flag. We were dependent ·upon foreign shipping to get our 
goods to market and bring their goods to our markets. Our 
people were paying to foreign carriers from one to two hundred 
millions of dollars a year as transportation charges. 

We seemed to be content to be dependent for carrying facili
ti'es upon our greatest commercial competitors. Everybody de
clared in favor of an adequate merchant marine, but when 
it came to passing legislation designed to give us such a 
merchant marine we could not agree. Refusing to give sub
stantial aid to American capital to induce it to invest in the 
building and operation of ships, we kept on paying year after 
year to our commercial rival tens of millions of dollars each 
year to act as our commerce carrier. 

No people had progressed in the arts and sciences, in com
merce, indush·y, education, and in everything that makes a 
people great and powerful as had we. One marked exception 
was in ocean transportation. With our great natural resources 
and the opportunities for making money in individual develop-
ment we were cQntent to use foreign shipping for our commodity 
and passenger traffic. 

There were some far-visioned people who urged years ago the 
importance of ample shipping under our own flag to carry a 
great part of our commerce. They looked upon this not only as 
a great commercial need but also as a means of national se
curity and defense in time of war. They pointed out how dis
astrous it would be to our business if the nation& doing our 
carrying should get into wa.r and be compelled to divert their 
ships to war needs and how our national security would be 
endangered if we should get into war ourselves with a stronger 
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power. These warnings were unheeded and were fulfilled all 
too oon. 

The World War came. We were the first to feel its effect on 
business and commerce. The ships that had been carrying our 
commerce were taken off the lines of trade and put to carrying 
troops, ammunition, and .war supplies. Our products of far:m, 
f&ctory, and mine were piled upon our wharves and docks w1th 
markets crying for them but no way to transport them. Farm 
products especially rotted on the dock or in the bin. This con
-tlition at our seaports brought stagnation and distress in the 
jnterior and this was reflected in lower prices in the face of 
the greatest demand that our people had ever faced. The ships 
that were available charged enormous rates. In some cases 
carrying charges increased 2,000 per cent and, mark you, Mr. 
President, this large increase was paid to a great extent by the 
products of the farmer ; and, in my judgment, the lack of 
shipping at the breaking out of the World War is to no small 
degree responsible for the condition of agriculture even to-day. 
It was estimated by the Secretary of the Treasury that because 
of our lack of ships our people paid in one year in increased 
charges from $300,000,000 to $500,000,000. The loss . to _our 
farmers and merchants because they could not get therr prod
ucts to the markets that were crying out for them and willing 
to pay high prices is estimated to have been at least a billion 
dollars. The farmer was the greatest sufferer because of th.e 
perishable character of his product. These figures are esti
mates. They may be too high or too low, but no one can doubt 
the i.fldustrial condition. Here is what was written in 1916: 

Mr. President, I ask that this statement may be inserted in 
the REcoRD without taking the tinle to read it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

The matter referred to is as follows: 
In this year of 1916 the United States, without a merchant marine, 

bereft of ships, is more than half the slave that she was 1n 1861. 
What boots it that labor is free if the products of its industry and 
enterprise are denied their markets? 

Turn where one will and it is to behold the evidence of this vassal
age. Leave any one of our glutted seaports, with piers and warehouses 
ancl freight terminals burdened to capacity by _an immovable commerce, 
ancl follow the railroad lines into the interior, across the continent, go 
north, go south, go east, go west, and there is not a mile that bas not 
a chapter to contribute to the tale. All of the conceivable products 
of a hundred millions of people lie along those steel arteries arrested 
by embargoes. What moves is what the warring nations choose to 
buy and will receive from the railroads at tidewater. All else must 
abide its time or rot; for as Europe controls the world's deep-water 
tonnage, so our market is limited to her will. It matters not that 
there are other markets in which we could sell and intrench ourselves 
to the advantage of future trade and expansion. We have not the ships 
to reach them. 

Turn from the railroads and go into the orchards of the West and 
Northwest and it is to find the fruit of last season mattressing the 
earth against the shaking down of the worthless crops of the coming 
one. Hearken for the sound of ax and· saw in the lumber regions of 
Oregon and Washington and California and hearken in vain. An army 
of labor stands idle; its accumulated product lies shipless in gorged 
outports. Nor are there cars to move a cutting for domestic use. 
'I'he Middle West and the South are utilizing the rolling stock of our 
rails as granaries and warehouses, and New England's depleted forests, 
the conservations of 25 years, are being slaughtered to supply the 
needs of the eastern seaboard. 

Turn from field and plain and orchard and 'forest to the manufac
turing centers and it is to find the same paralysis of industry, for 
industry lives by import as well as by export. Here a factory stands 
silent because it can not get tin from England ; there a silk loom 
lies manacled because it can not obtain the raw product from China. 
As Britain controls her shipping so does Japan control hers. Japan 
has but to say to her merchant marine, " Our ships will carry Japa
nese exports from December to May and imports for Japanese consump
tion only from June to November," and that is sufficient. The rest of 
tlie world may whistle. What is true of those two nations is likewise 
true of all others. 

As this is being set down comes news that Britain is promulgating 
an order in council prohibiting, among other things, the importation 
of automobiles for private use, fruit, musical instruments, cutlery of 
all kinds, hardware, yarns, chinaware, fancy goods, and even soaps. 
And it is explained that this is being done, not as a matter of policy, 
but because of a shortage of ships; that Britain must have American 
wheat and corn and meat, and that other things can not be per
mitted to take up the space of her vessels. Yet wheat and corn and 
meat and munitions of war are but a part of American commerce. 

At peace and neutral though we are, belligerency In the present 
situation could exact no more of us. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. While the demands growing out 
of the war had greatly :;;timulated shipbuilding in this neutral 
country, when we entered the war the need of ships was so 
great that heroic measures were necessary. ·we were 3,000 
miles away from the battle front. We could get there only by 
ships. We did not have them. Providence seems to have fore
seen that we would get into the war and provided the means 
for meeting the emergency that we faced. 

When the war began ..some of the finest ships of Germany's 
merchant fleet were in our ports. As a neutral we interned 
these ships, and when we entered the war we took them over, 
repaired them, put them in condition, raised our flag over them, 
and used them to carry our troops to France. It is said that 
the Leviathan carried 275,000 of our boys across the sea. Had 
they not gotten to the front when they did Germany might have 
pierced the Allies' battle line, reached the coast, and imposed 
humiliating terms of peace on France and England and estab
lished the rule of autocr-acy in Europe and thus endangered · 
our own security. These German merchant ships defeated Ger
many's war lords, won the war, and saved civilization. 

These ships did not meet the whole need. The cry came · 
from the Allies, " Ships, ships, and more ships." Our own offi
cials realized the need and called upan Congress to authorize 
the building of ships for the Government. It responded gen
erously. Shipbuilding plants sprang up O\ernight and every
where. Enormous wages were paid and enormous profits 
amassed. Over $3,000,000,000 was appropriated and spent in 
building ships. That is more than the estimated value of all 
the merchant ships of the world in 1914. This was the equiva
lent of $30,000,000 a year for 100 years. Why was it necessary? 
Because we did not have a merchant marine to meet the need 
growing out of the war. I am not saying this as an argument 
for a ubsidy, but if we had paid out $30,000,000 a year for 50 
years before the war we would have had an adequate merchant 
marine of up-to-date ships when the war broke out. It would 
have saved the hundreds of millions, if not billions, that our 
people paid in increased carrying charges and would have saved · 
Christendom from the calamity that threatened it from autoc
racy. 

What have we to show for this $3,000,000,000? Hundreds of · 
the ships we built are rotting away at their docks or at their 
moorings in streams and bayous. Some we have sold for a song, 
and among those sold are our best ships. Ships costing five or· 
six million dollars have been sold for less than a million. The 
ships we have left are estimated to be worth no more than 
two or three hundred million dollars. 

Mr. COPELAND. 1\Ir. President, will the Senator yield? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Wash

ington yield to the Senator from New York? 
l\lr. JONES of Washington. I yield. 
Mr. COPELAI'Ii~. Of course, those ships have not gone away 

from America ; they are now being operated by American citi
·zens and are a part of the American merchant marine. 

Mr. JO:NES of Washington. Oh, yes; that is true;.. and I 
am glad of it. I am·, however, merely calling attention to the 
actual financial features of the transaction, looking at it as a 
pure matter of dollars and cents. 

These ships were built with borrowed money. No matter how 
little they have brought upon sale, no matter how many of them 
waste away and become worthless, tlie American people will 
have to pay in taxes the full $3,0oo;ooo,ooo that is now repre
sented by Liberty bonds, which do not depreciate. It cost us 
over $3,000,000,000 in actual cash, because we did not have a 
merchant marine; and the ships we built are not only generally 
unsuited to meet the competition that faces them but they are 
actually fast wearing out. We owe $3,000,000,000 and have 
comparatively little to show for it. 

This is not all. Upon the $3,000,000,000 we borrowed to build 
ships the American people are paying interest each year in the 
sum of about $120,000,000. I think it is conservative to as
smne that it will cost the American people in intere t alone 
an average of over $40,000,000 a year for 50 years. What will 
they have to show for this interest money? Nothing! It will 
build no new ships; it will not even repair any ships. And in 
a.ddition, Mr. President, we have paid out during the last eight 
years deficiencies for running the ships in an amount of over 
$233,400,000. 

At this point I ask unanimous consent to insert in the RECORD 
a table showing those expenditures year by year. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. FRAZIER in the chair). 
Without objection, it will be so ordered. 
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The table referred to is as follows : 

.d.ppropt·iations made to the United. States ShipTJ-itlfJ Board to meet 
deficits in tlte operation of vessels 

fast Navy boats, in order that such merchant-marine shii>S may 
be used as transports or as carrie1·s of foodstuffs and supplies . 

1\!r. JONES of "'ashington. Oh, yes. The Government could 
well afford to pay many millions a year to get that special kind , 
of a ship and at the same time promote the development of our I 
merchant marine. 

Urgent deficiencies act, approved Aug. 24, 1921. _ ---------------
Independent offices appropriation act, approved June 12, 1922 __ 
Independent offices appropriation act, approved Feb. 13, 1923 __ 
Independent offices appropriation act, approved June 7, I924 __ _ 
Independent offices appropriation act, approved Mar. 3, 1925 __ _ 
Independent offices appropriation act, approved Apr. 22, I926 __ 
Amount appro}Jriated m appropriation bill now pending ______ _ 

For 
fiscal 
year 

1922 
1923 
1924 
1925 
1!)26 
1927 
1928 

Amount 

$48, 500, 000 
50,000.000 
50,000,000 
30,000,000 
24,000,000 
13,900,000 
I7,000,000 

I am not seeking to bring out every phase of this matter. I 
thought I would just summarize the general phases of the 
situation as it appear · to me. 

Referring now to what I was going to mention-that the . 
carrying of our own products in our own :ships is diminishing 
very rapidly-under the impetus of the war, as I .·aid a while · 
ago, '"e built a great many ships, and many of the cargo
carrying ships of our rivals were taken out of the commercial 

2.33,400,000 trade and used to supply war needs, and we got a great deal of 
the cargo-carrying trade; but what has been the result since 

1\lr. JONES of 'Vashin<>'ton. To sum it all up, our not having the war closed? While I think at one time we carried about 
an adequate merchant ~arine when the ·world War came on 72 pe~ cen~ of our oversea~ commerce in our own ships, wha~ is 
will cost the ~erican people five or sb: billions of dollars, and the Situah_?n to-day? Th1s amount has been gradually gorng 
we will not only have no adequate merchant marine to show ! do:vu •. gettmg les~ ~nd less; and. I have here ~ letter from the 
for it but there will be imposed upon us an annual tax of Sh1ppmg Boar~ g1vrng the facts rn _regard to this matter for the 
$40,000,000 or more for at least 50 years. ·with these facts fisc~l rear ending June 30, .1926. From that lett~r ~ find that 
within the knowledge of everyone, with the need of an adequate durmg the .fiscal y~ar endrng June 30, 1926, Sh1pprng Board 
merchant marine for the expansion of our commerce and so vessels earned 13.3t per cent of our overseas trade. 
vital to our security and defense in time of war, can any Ameri- Mr. COPELAND. D~ll'ing what year? . 
can patriot refuse t.o support any measure or policy that will 1\fr. JOi\'ES o! Washmgton. ~he fiscal year en~mg J~1e 30, 
give us and maintain an adequate merchant marine? 1926. the las.t fiscal yea;. Duri~g the same period privately 

The establishment and maintenance of such a merchant rna- owned Amenca.n-fiag ships ca1:ned 11.52 per cent. In other 
rine is not a partisan question. It is an American question words, of our m·er~eas. trad~, Im~rts and expo~ts, only 24.89 
and :.:;hould be met in a purely patriotic way. A merchant per cent was c~rn~ m ships flymg the ~encan fi!g. In 
marine is so vital to our commercial needs and our national tonnage the Shippmg Board ves ·els carried 6,981,54t tons, 
security that I will support any measure that gives a reason- valu~ at $923,376,000. . . . 
able assurance of success. If I can not have my way, I am . Dunng the same period J?rivately owned American-flag s.!nps 
I'eady to accept and suppOI·t any other measure that can be put 1 Ill the overseas trade earned 6,01'7,479 tons, valued at $t9n,
in effect. 1 609,000. Our total overseas trade in 1926 amounted to 52,-

The character and service of ships is fast changing. The 1 ~18,.;617 tons, valued at $6,9?6,330,000, yet of thi~ we car~ied only 
tramp ship is giving way to the liner; the tramp service is I $1, l19,085,000 worth, or, m tonnage, our ships carr1ed only 
being greatly 1·estricted by regular-route service. Steamships l 12,999,026 ~ons. 
are being replaced by oil burners. Oil burners are giving wa. y 

1

. Mr. ~res~dent, what does th.at show? . It shows that tmles.~ 
to motor ships. If we are to have a· merchant marine we must somethmg Is done we are gorng back Just about as fast as 
have ships the equal at least of those of our rivals. ' The last possible to the condition we were in when the World War broke 
five years have brought about almost a revolution in shipping. out, when we were carrying less than 10 per cent of our 
We ought to take the lead, especially in cargo ships. Our cargo overseas trade. 
carriers should be at least a knot faster than those of our com- Mr. FESS. 1\lr. President, will the Senator yield for a mat-
petitors and Ruperior to them in cargo-handling facilities, and ter of information? 
the services should be regular and certain. l\lr .• TONES of Washington. I yield. 

We have a large ship tonnage. Our ships, however, were i Mr. FESS. Is the Senator encouraged in regard to our abil
built hastily under the stress of war needs. They were not ! ity to maintain a permanent merchant marine in any other 
constructed with a view to special services. They are largely 1 method than by Government operation? 
out of date and in general far inferior to the ships of our , Ur. JONES of Washington. I am going to take up that 
competitors. This is a disagreeable fa<:t, but we must face it ' pha ··e of the subject just a little later on. 
frankly. 1\lr. FESS. Will the Senator at some time indicate the 

Our competitors are improving their ships. They are keeping losses ·we have sustained? I take it that we do have to pay 
abreast of the needs of trade and the methods of their rivals. more than we get out of it. 
We can not hope to succeed unless we do likewise. Slow-going, 1\.Ir. JONES of ":-1\shington. I will say frankly to the Sena
out-of-date ships can no more compete with the fast, efficient, I tor that· I am not going to discuss to-day the reasons why we 
up-to-date ships than the horse can compete with the auto- can not operate our ships as cheaply as other nations can oper
mobile. ,. ate theirs. I am assuming that from the very fact that we 

\Ve are falling rapidly behind. 1\lr. President, in the overseas I do not do it and from the fact that our shipping is going down. 
commerce that is being carried in our own ships. I am going to present two methods-and to my notion there 

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? I are only two methods-by which we can have a permanent 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Wash- 1 American merchant marine. I am going to refer to tho8e 

ington yield to the Senator from New York'? I later on. 
Mr. JONES of Washington. I yield. Yr. lfESS. I do not want to interrupt the Senator, but I 
Mr. COPELAND. Before the Senator leave. the statement I am most intensely interested in the possibility of an American 

he ha: ju ·t made about the need of fast ships let me inquire if merchant marine. I do not know whether I am getting dis
that is not particularly true of ships carrying the mails? If com·aged about it or not. I should like to have the Senator's 
we are to compete with foreign bottoms we must have regular opinion on the possibility of doing it. 
service and speedy service in order successfully to compete. Mr. JONES of Washington. I am going to teU the Senator 

1\Ir. JONES of 'Vashington. That is ti·ue; but I had more in a little bit later on the conclusion to which I hav-e come as to 
mind in the statement I made about cargo-carrying ships. It used how we can get an American merchant marine. 
to be considered that a cargo or freight carrier of from about 10 Mr. FESS. That is what I want. 
to 12 knots was entirely satisfactory, but that situation has 1\fr. JONES of Washington. Our chief competitor has long 
changed, and now it is generally agreed that cargo ships, been in the f.lhipping busine ~ .. It is her v-ery life and her 
freight carriers, must be of at least 13 or 14 knots. So, as I security. She has fostered it in every way nece ·sary to develop 
say, I think. we. ought to ta~e the lead in th~t matter, and in it. Her peovle know the need and adyantage of ships in peace 
order to ~n:amtam ourselves 1t would be well If we could have and in war, and they are willing to do anything necessary to 
cargo earners about a knot faster than those of our competi- have them. Having done the ocean carrying for years her 
tors-say, 15 knots. . . i shipping people have a hood will that is world wide and busi-

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, Will the Senator yield I ness connections everywhere that can be used, and, I haYe no 
further? doubt, have been and are u ed to discourage our peOJ)le and 

Mr .. JOJ\TEJS of Washington. Certainly. suppress the growth of a sE>ntiment among our peopfe for a 
l\Ir. COPELAND. It is particularly true if we a.l'e to use our mercbaut marine, and to assist in the defeat of any legislative 

merchant marine ships as auxiliaries to the Navy that they J efforts to aid and encourage the development of a merchant 
should ha\e sufficient speed to enable them to keep up with the marine. 

-
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Everybody is in favor of an adequate American merchant 

·marine. Political platforms declare for it. Conventions of all 
kind, organizations of every character enthusiastically approve 
resolutions declaring for an adequate merchant marine. But 
the e declarations and these resolutions build no ships. United 
for a merchant marine, we divide over the means of getting and 
maintaining it. 

l\Ir. COPELAND. Mr. President--
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Wash

ington yield to the Senator from New York? 
l\Ir. JONES of Washington. I do. 
Mr. COPELAND. At this point I think it would be wise for 

the Senator to bring out the fact that the Shipping Bpard 
recently held public hearings all over the country, and with 
almost absolute unanimity the people in these bearings have 
expressed their def.lire to have an adequate merchant marine. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. Oh, yes; there is no question 
about it. 

Mr. FESS. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 
Yr. JONES of Wa ·hington. I yield. 
l'llr. FESS. Is not that something that we have never had 

before? Is not this the first time the inland section of the 
country has awakened to the importance of a merchant marine? 

l\Ir. JONES of Washington. I do not think so. I think if we 
bad gone to any community in the Middle West or the interior 
a11d asked how many persons were in favor of an adequate mer
chant marine, everybody would have said, "'Ve are for it." 
The trouble comes when we go to devise a way by which we 
will get it; and I think the situation in that repect is just 
about the same after these hearings as it was before. We will 
find ourselves dhided in this body and in the other body over 
the methods of bringing it about. 

l\Ir. FESS. I have had persons ask me why it would not be 
just as well to allow a country that i.'!l highly organized in for
eign commerce to cariy our merchandise, why we should build 
it up; but when I asked what would happen in case of war, they 

·said: " Oh, yes; we ought to have it then." 
1\Ir. JONES of Washington. Yes. I have just pointed out 

briefly-! do not know whether the Senator was here or not
what it has cost us because we did not have a merchant marine 
when the World War o-pened. It has cost us five or six billions 
of dollars at the very least, and it has entailed upon us for 50 
years to come an annual interest charge of $40,000,000, if not 
more. 

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 
Mr. JONES of Washington. I yield. 
1\Ir. COPELAND. In further reply to the Senator . f1·om 

Ohio, we need go back no farther than last summer, when, 
by reason of the coal strike in England and the utilization of 
all British bottoms in "carrying coals to Newcastle "--carrying 
coal from America across the ocean-our grains and om· citrus 
fruits and our apples were left on the docks in thls country 
until the Shipping Board found American ships to take them 
acro&s. If we had been dependent upon foreign bottoms at 
that time our American farmers would have suffered tremen· 
dously by reason of our inability to move our crops. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. I have sought not to take the 
time to go much into detail, because I know there are others 
who desire to discuss the bill that is really .pending, 

It is to the intere t of our commercial rival to promote 
anil encourage these differences. That it does so through 
its business connections, I have no doubt. I do not find 
fault with it for doing so. I admire the English Govern
ment and the Elnglish people and their business interests for the 
methods they pursue and the steps tlley take to see to it that 
their monopoly of the ocean-carrying trade is not taken away 
n·om them. They are simply looking after their own interests 
and they are willing to do, and they do what is necessary to 
accomplish t:Jle object desired by all, and differences over 
methods are not allowed to defeat the object sought by all. l 
should like to see our people emulate them. Let us sink our 
differences over methods, and support means that give us 
reasonable hope of an adequate and permanent merchant 
marine. 

I now desire to give the ·senafQr from Ohio my view in 
regard to the very matter about which he spoke a while ago. 

There are just two ways of getting a merchant marine. One 
is through private capital, private ownership, and operation. 
That, in my judgment, is the best, the most efficient, and the 
mo:;t economical way and would give us the best merchant 
marine and the best service. Without aid of some kind in the 
nature of a subsidy it seems certain that plivate capital will 
not give us a merchant marine. It did not do so before the 
war, it is not doing it now. There is not a single ship being 
built to-day in the shipyards of this country for the overseas 
trade. 

The report of the American Bureau o! Sllipping show ' that on 
January 22 there were no ship under construction !or on r c:en.'l tra de 
under the American flag, 

Says the chaiJ:mnn of the Shipping Board in a letter to me. 
I am not going to take the time to argue the need merit~ or 

demerits of a sub idy. It is my firm conclu::;ion that Oongre::;s 
will not provide, by subsidy or otherwise, the aiu that will 
induce private _capital and energy to give us a merchant marine. 
I am conrtnced that we will not get a merchant marine il' the 
foreign trade through private capital. 

I am not going into details as to what has led me to that 
conclusion. If this is so, then there is but one way i.u which 
we can have a merchant marine, and that is through the Gov· 
ernment. The Government must fm·ni -·h the money, build the 
ships, and, directly or indirectly, operate them. 

1\Ir. FESS. Mr. President, will the Senator yield at that 
point? 

Mr. JONES of Washington. I will. 
b.Ir. FESS. I think the Senator's conclusion is ab:::;olntely 

incontrovertible if we can not have a subsidy and if we choose 
not to re<luce our labor to the level of that of our competitors. 
I feel sure we will not do the latter, and I have my doubts on 
the former. Therefore, it seems to me. the. Senutor's position 
is incontrovertible, that if we are to have a merchant marine 
it must be through Government operation. I deplore it myself. 

:Mr. JONES of Washington. I do, too; but we do not Heces
sarily have Government operation, however. If the Govern
ment can build the ships and own them, then I think it can 
arrange for private capital and energy to operate them. In
directly, of course, it would be Go-vernment operation. 

Mr. FESS. That would be better than direct Goverlllllent 
operation. 

Mr. JONES of 'Vashington. Oh, yes; I think that would 
come. The Government owns ships now, but the Govennnent 
is not operating those ships directly. It is operating them 
thl1ough private enterprise and initiative, and that is the way 
we shall have to deal with them. 

That being the only way open to us, I am in favor of adopt
ing it. We can do it. Once we decide to do it, other peoples 
and other governments will know that it will be done. ~1len 
will uncertainty give way to certainty. Then will our com
petitors know that they have a rival that they can not defeat 
or destroy. 

One of the greate-·t handicaps our shipping has to-day in 
getting business i the uncertainty of the continuance of the 
service. In every pQrt city in South America the merchants 
and business men are warned not to give their business to us. 
Our failure in the past and our failure now to follow a policy 
to give us a permanent merchant marine is pointed out and the 
merchants in tbe~e ports are warned of the consequences to 
th«;lll when we cease the service. No wonder they hesitate 
to transfer their business from those who have been serving 
them for years to us who are in the shipping busine~ s in a 
most halting way. This no doubt is the situation in other 
commercial centers. 

If we will assure the business interests of commercial ports 
that we will maintain efficient and adequate shipping service, 
we will increase our foreign commerce as well as secure cargo~s 
for our ships. 

A moment ago the Senator from New York ca11ed attention 
to the fact that while we sold some of our best ships, th'ey have 
been sold to those who will keep them in the American trade. 
That is true; but the only fear I have in regard to the matter 
is that as these ships wear out, unle ~s we provide some way 
by which we assm·e the private owners and operators that they 
will be able to get an adequate return, so as to induce them to 
replace the ships, they will go out of business, and the services 
which they have establi. bed, which are so vitally in1portant t.o 
our commerce and to our needs, will go into the hands of our 
competitors. 

Mr. McKELLAR. 1\Ir. President, will the Senator ylelcl? 
1\Ir. JONES of Washington. I yield. 
l\Ir. l\!aKELLAR. When these lines are ·old now by tlle board 

is it or not true that they do not require that the ships shnll 
be kept under American registry and the American flag any 
length of time? 

Mr. J01\TES of Washington. Oh, no; that is not true. They 
can not get t!Je ships out from under the American flag without 
the consent of the Shipping Board, and my recollectiou is that 
five members must vote to 1mt them out. I have no fear of 
the ships going under foreign flags so long as they are in 
service and are serviceable. 

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. PI'esident, the Senator from Washing
ton made a very pertinent statement when he said that some 
provision must be made for replacements. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. The!'e must be, absolutely. 



1927 CONGR.ESSIONAL REOOR.D-SENATE 3415 
Mr. COPELA TD. Otherwise as the ships in the hands of I You can hardly get American shippers to use American ships, 

American owners wea r out they will not be replaced, and the and if Congress appropriate~ a small amount to carry on the 
merchant marine will disappear. work, there is criticism, and we are urged to sell the ships, 

Mr. McKELLAR. I am in entire accord with that view. I or to give them away. Can the Senator explain that perfectly 
think we ought to establish a revolving fund for that purpo ·e impossible attitude of mind, which seems to be pregnant among 
and make it as large as possible. the American people? 

l\Ir. JONES of Washington. I repeat, if we will assure the l\Ir. JONES of Washington. No; I can not. I have some 
business interes ts of the commercial ports that we will main- ideas about it, but I am not going to take the time to-day to 
tain efficient and adequate shipping service, we shall increase express them. Really I can not sati ·factorily explain the mat
our foreign commerce as well as secure cargoes for our ships. ter. The most unexplainable thing to me is that, with the 

If this is the only alternatiV"e, why should any man who re- facts of the situation so recently in our minds, and o fresh in 
gard an adequate merchant marine vital to our commercial our history, that our people seem to be so indifferent toward 
needs and our national security hesitate to follow this course? the building of an American merchant marine, and seem to be 
The objections are great but the need is greater. willing to let our fleet go down, and go off the sea, and put us 

A few days ago, after a short debate over a small item, we back into the very condition we are going to ha.\e to pay 
passed a bill carrying o\er $300,000,000 for our Navy. At peace billions of dollars to remedy in the next 40 or 50 years. 
with all nations, "ith no war clouds in sight, we ha\e author· Mr. FESS. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 
ized during the ln.st eight years $3,004,425,220.36 for the main- l\Ir. JONES of Washington. I yield. 
tenance and building up of our Navy against a possible danger Mr. FESS. I wanted to ask the Senator whether he has the 
in the remote future. Just think of it! In time of peace, since figures at hand indicating how we were dependent upon for
the conclusion of the great ·world War, we ha\e appropriated eign carrying ships in the World War, when we were attempt
over $3,000,000,000 for the Navy. ing to supply our own soldiers across the sea. We were not 

Merchant ships are just as essential to our security in time in a condition to do it at all, were we'! 
of danger as are naval vessels. With one year's naval appro- Mr. JONES of Washington. No; except for this really provi
priation we could carry out a program that would gi\e us up- dential circumstance, that when the war began there were hun
to-date ships to serve adequately the services now under way drecls of thousands of tons of the finest ships of Germany in 
with such new ones as may be deemed necessary, and a replace- our ports. They were interned, and when we got into the war 
ment and maintenance program could be carried out at an we took those ships and put our flag over them; and, as I said 
annual expense not exceeding $50,000,000. Properly estimated, in the early part of my remarks, we used them to carry our 
this would be a most economical enterprise. In my judgment, troops across. One ship, the Leviathan, is said to have carried 
over a period of years this fleet would replace, expand, and 275,000 of our soldiers to the battle front. In my judgment 
maintain itself. The benefits to commerce, the benefits to every the German merchant fleet saV"ed the war for the Allies and for 
line of industry in the country affected by ocean rates, would civilization. 
every year far exceed any annual maintenance expenditure. Mr. FESS. As I recall, the one slogan I heard more often 

Let me ·ay at this point that while we have been appro- than any other was, "Ships, more ships, even yet more ships." 
priating every year for deficits in the operation of our ships, Mr. JONES of Washington. And under that cry we spent 
we do not need to worry so much about that. That does not the $3,000,000,000 and over in the building of these ships. 
measure the benefits or the lack of benefits of our merchant Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, even more remarkable than 
marine. In my judgment, the influence of the merchant rna- the sentiment spoken of by the Senator from Ohio a moment 
rine which we haV"e, in giving reduced rates to the people of ago is the fact that the Congress- of the United States has 
the whole country who have to transport freight, far outweighs apparently done everything it could to dispose of the great 
and far overbalances any deficiency we have been forced to fleet which was built up during the war and just after, at such 
make up from year to year. tremendous expense, on any conditions or terms. Surely, no 

Mr. McKELLAR. Probably ten times over. efforts have been made really to bring about a great merchant 
Ur. JONES of Wa shington. Very likely that; at least many marine such as the Senator from Washington and other Sena-

times. tors are so anxious to preserve in this country. 
Mr. l!"'ESS. l\lr. President. will the Senator yield? l\lr. COPELAND. Mr. President, will the Senator yield just 
Mr. JONES of Washington. I yield. a second'! 
Mr. li'ESS. I think the Senator is making a very strong Mr. JONES of Washington. I· yield. 

statement when he says that the appropriation of $300,000,000 l\lr. COPELAND. I think we ought to remind the Senator 
for the Navy is merely an insurance we are paying against from Tennessee that we had a postal bill before us a short 
war, for if we are without carrying power in time of war we time ago which had in it some provisions which might haV"e 
are limited only to warships, and warships do not mean very encouraged the operation of a privately owned merchant marine. 
much in that 1·egar<1. 1.'herefore the deficiency is just a small Mr. McKELLAR. Oh, no, Mr. President; quite the contrary. 
item ia additional insurance, without which the warships The subsidies that were proposed in that measure would never 
would mean vel'y little. have had the effect of building up an American merchant ma-

Mr. J01\~S of Washington. Certainly. We have not for- rine. The truth of the matter is that the subsidy proposed was 
gotten that a few ~·ears ago our fleet was sent around the one which was not needed and should not have been given. If 
world. It had to be accompanied by foreign-built carriers in we are going to turn our ships over to private owners and to 
order to keep it supplied with the necessary fuel. That seems give them a subsidy, it ought to be done by Congress ; it should 
to me a mo ·t humiliating condition of things. Yet it did not not be done by a single officer of the Federal GoV"ernment. 
seem to worry our people \ery mucn. Mr. COPELAND. Just one word, and I will stop, because it 

::\Ir. COPELAJ\"D. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? is not fair to take the Senator's time. 
l\lr. JONES of Washington. I yield. Mr. JONES of Washington. It is not my time, but I am 
l\lr. COPELAND. I think this is a very important statement. afraid I am taking it from some one who may want to talk on 

Every American citizen should know that, so far as our Navy the farm relief bill. 
is concerned, for use in foreign ports it would not be of any Mr. COPELAND. Just a word. We are now paying for the 
value whatever without merchant ships to carry supplies and transportation of mail across the ocean between four and five 
to tran,·port troops. An army travels on its stomach, and so million dollars to ships-not land charges, but to the ships-and 
does a navy, and there can not be any successful operation of nearly two million of that is being paid to British bottoms. If 
our KaV"y in foreign ports without the aid of merchant ships. that money were used for the encouragement of the American 

1\Ir. "'ILLIS. 1\fr. President-- merchant marine, I say to my friend from Tennessee that it 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Wash- would be some encouragement to private owners to take over 

ington yield to the Senator from Ohio? these ships and operate them. 
Mr. JONES of Washington. I yield, although I do not want Mr. McKELLAR. That might be, but the Senator shows by 

to take too much time. his very statement how inappropriate, if I may use that word, 
Mr. WILLIS. I merely want to make a brief observation, it would be to tm·n the matter over to the Postmaster General. 

and to ask the Senator a question as to the psychology of the The . Postmast~r General has the selection of the ships ; and if 
situation. I wonder whether the Senator can explain this he is paying out $2,000,000 to foreign ships for the transporta
attitude of mind on the part of the American people. As he tion of mail to foreign ports, that is his fault and not the fnult 
bas pointed out, we appropriate tremendous sums for our Navy, of Congress, because Congress has at-ranged an entirely different 
and the country is filled with propaganda now, which is being program. 
circulated here in Washington, to appropriate money for more Mr. JONES of Washington. Mr. Pt•esident, this illustrates 
cruiserR, and while the country seems to favor that sort of just what I have tried to emphasize, that it is our diffe~ences 
project. they are not in favor of maintaining a merchant marine. of opinion over methods that prevents us from getting a mer-
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c·hant marine. I expect I am as strongly for private ownership 
and operation as is the Senator from Tennessee for Govern
ment o"Wnership and operation, and perhaps stronger, but I have 
reached the point whe1·e I am willing, in order to have a mer
chant marine, to support Government ownership and operation 
of it. 

l\fr. McKELLAR. It s~unds good to me when the Senator 
thus eX}Jresses himself. We h·ied private ownership and opera
tion for many years, and we went down to the point where 
American bottoms carried only 8 per cent of our commerce. 
Under Government ownership and operation we have gotten to 
a point where we carry nearly 50 per cent of our business in 
our own bottoms. Surely we ought to do it. 

.Mr. JO~"'E.S of Washington. The Senator was not in the 
Chamber during the early part of my remarks, when I read 
from a letter of the Shipping Board which shows that while 
at the close of the war we were carrying appi·o.x:.imately 60 to 
75 per cent of our commerce to-day in the overseas trade 
American ships, Government and private, carry only a little 
over 24 per cent of our foreign trade. 

.U.r. McKELLAR. That is a very humiliating statement for 
the Shipping Boa1·d to make. If we have come to the point 
where we are now carrying only a fourth of our own trade, 
when we formerly, under Government ownership, carried a 
half or more, it is to the discredit of the Shipping Board, which 
is trying, in my judgment, . to dissipate the great merchant 
marine we had at the close of the war. I think they have 
made every effort to dissipate it and get it out of the Govern
ment's hands at any cost, at any sacrifice, on any terms tllat 
were possible. It has been with the greatest effort that we 
have been able to keep even the small number of ships that 
are now under the control of the Shipping Board. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. I haye not agreed with the 
Shipping Board in its construction of the law and its attitude 
in certiun particulars; but I am satisfied that the Shipping 
Board has been doing the very best it possibly can and putting 
forth every effort possible to promote the carriage of our goods 
in American ships. 

1\lr. McKELLAR. If it is doing that. how in the name of 
heaven is it possible for us to have lost already half the busi
ness that our ships were carrying six or seven years ago? 

l\Ir. JONES of Washington. I am not going into that matter 
now. I simply state the fact which is a fact. 

Mr. 1\lcKELLAR. And it is a very humiliating fact. 
Mr. JONES of Washington. I agree with the Senator, and I 

think I shall have to wrestle with the Senator from Tennessee 
to get him to come around to the point that I have reached, 
that while I am ready to sink my preferences for private own
er~hip and am willing to take Government ownership and opera
tion in order to have an American merchant marine, yet I want 
the Senator from Tennessee to get to the point where, if it is 
necessary in order to get an American merchant marine, he will 
sink his preference for Government ownership in behalf of 
private ownership. 

l\Ir. 1\IcKELL.A.R. I have stated that many times. That is 
the way I feel about it. But from the experience we have had 
since 1920, with our Shipping Board constantly trying to divest 
itself of as many of our ships as possible, and when I have seen 
year after a year a constant decrease in the amount of business 
that our ships carry, I am convinced that we will not be able to 
create and uphold and maintain a great merchant marine except 
by Government operation and control. 

l\fr. REED of Missouri. Mr. President--
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Wash

ington yield to the Senator from l\1issom·i? 
:Mr. JO~'ES of Washington~ I yield to the Senator from 

1\Ii ~so uri. 
1\lr. REED of Missouri. For several days I have been unable 

to be present. I am not able to remain in the Senate Chamber 
now. But I am so interested in the statement the Senator from 
"\Yashington just made that I would like to get a little further 
light on it He stated that he is willing to sink his opposition 
to Government ownership in order to get better shipping results, 
and that he thought the Senator from Tennessee ought to sink 
his opposition to private ownership in order to get better results. 
Now, if each of them sinks his preference and they change 
sides, I was just wondering where the country is going to be 
left? [Laughter.] 

l\1r. JONES of Washington. If the Senator had been hei'e 
tbroughout my speech he would have understood. 

1\Ir. REED of Missouri. I heard that statement. 
1\lr. JONES of Washington. I know, but this is the point I 

am making there. Whenever we on. the floor of the Senate get 
where we are ready to give up our personal preferences, if it ia 
necessary to accomplish results, then we will get results. That 
is all I intended to say, o:t: COU!.S~ 

1\Ir. REED of Missouri. I just wondered if the Senator was 
going to make this trade whether we were going to get any 
boot? 

Mr. JONES of Washington. No; we are not going . to make 
a trade. I h!lv.e said merely that I had reached the point 
where I am Willing to vote for Government ownership and Gov
ernment building of an American merchant marine because I 
do not think we can get it by any other method. ' 

Mr. McKELLAR. That to me is a very gratifying statement 
on the part of the Senator from Washington. · 

Mr. REED of Missouri. Now, if we can just bold the Senator 
from Tennessee in his place, we will get a merchant marine. 
[Laughter.] 

Mr. BRUCE. Mr. President--
1\lr. JO~TES of Washington. I yield to the Senator from 

Maryland. 
Mr. BRUCE. I desire to ask the Senator fi·om Washington 

whether we could not have a merchant marine if we would 
subsidize privately owned ships? I am not saying that I ap
prove of Government subsidies, but the Senator says nothin<>' 
but Government ownership and operation will avail ~ 

1\~r. JONES of Washington. I think we could· but I do not 
bel~ev~ there is any chance of our passing a subsidy bill and, 
behevmg that, I am ready to support the next proposition, and 
I am going to offer a bill along that line. 

I. do not ~ow just how this will connect up with what I was 
saymg a while ago, before this interruption, but not only would 
we get the commercial benefits, but our essential shipyards 
~ould be maintained against a great national need. This in 
Itself would be a most substantial benefit to the country in time 
of peace as well as in war. 

Let me say here that it has been suggested to me in the last 
few days that so~e of our most substantial shipyards are likely 
to g? out of busmess unless something of this kind is done. 
PosSibly that was one of the strong arguments presented which 
led us to adopt ?Ur naval cruiser program, in the hope of tiding 
some. of our .shii~yards over. It is very important, of coUl'. e, 
especially so . m tune of war or in time of need, that we ~hould 
have our shipyards. This program would give them work. 

I suggested a moment ago that we might take $300,000,000. 
In my j?d~ment, we need not take so much money as one year's 
appropnatw~ for the Navy. Create a revolving fund of $125,-
000,000 to build up-to-date ships, provide an annual replacement 
sum of $25,000,000, and we will soon have a merchant fleet of 
fine ~hips, suitable for commerce and national security. 

Th1s program can be carried out without in the slightest 
degr~e interfering with private enterprise. No GoYernment 
service should or would be allowed to compete with a private 
adequate seryice. As services are developed they may well be 
sol~ to ente~'Prise, but this should only be done upon a purely 
busmess basiS, the Government receiving fair comperu ation for 
its property. This can well be left to be taken care of as the 
occasion arises. 

We are now considering a bill to aid the farmer. I am going 
to support it because I want to help the farmer and because I 
deem his prosperity as vital to the prosperity of the country. 
There may be honest differences over the measures to aid him. 
but his welfare is so vital to the Nation that we are going to 
put aside our doubts, give up our preferences, and lay aside 
our differences and vote for this measure in the hope that it 
will aid in bringing the lon~-delayed prosperity of one of, if not 
our real, basic industries. 

As I have said, the farmer needs an .American merchant 
marine_ He needs it as a citizen of the Republic of which be 
is such a stable part. He needs it more than any other great 
industry b~ause of the character of his products and his 
need of markets that can be reached only by ships. His con
dition to-day is in no small degree due to the consequence~ com
ing from the lack of ships when the war began. His products 
rotted at the dock and in the bin because there were no ships 
to carry them to the markets c1·ying out for them. Shipping 
is important to our seaboard and our ports, but, in my judg
ment, it is ~ more vital need to the interior and our farmers, 
because it is from there and from them that come hundreds of 
millions of dollars' worth of products that can get to no market 
except by ships, and which soon waste away if ships are not 
available, and if these surplus products can not get to market 
the reaction upon the remainder of the product is most disas
trous. I may be wrong in this, but it does seem to me that of all 
our people the farmer should be most earnest and insistent upon 
having an American merchant marine, and be the most earnest in 
supporting any measure that can be gotten through that will 
offer a reasonable hope of a merchant marine. It would be a 
fitting complement to the pending bill if we would pass a bill 
th~t would gir_~ us ~ ~erchant ID!l~e commensurate with our 
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wealth, power, commerce, and position among the nations of the 
·world. 

1\Ir. President, as the Senator from New York [l\Ir. CoPELAND] 
suggested a short while ago, we passed a I'esolution ill the last 
Congress providing for investigation by the Shipping Board, 
asking it to report to Congress the means of building up a mer
chant marine. They held hearings all over the country and, 
as has been stated, the general sentiment seemed to be strongly 
in favor of private ownership, private operation, and so on. 
The Shipping Board presented its report to Congress. That 
report did not meet the situation as I thought it ought to be 
met. It did not respond as was intended by the resolution 
passed by Congress. It stated general propositions, but did not 
submit any concrete form or plan that the Shipping Board con
siders necessary to bring about the construction and mainte
nance of a merchant marine. 

l\Ir. FLETCHER. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 
Mr. JONES of "\Vashin~ton. I yield. 

The Senator from Washington has declared himself as in favor 
of Government ownership and operation. 

Mr. JOXES of Washington. Beeau~e it is the only re~ort I 
see. 

Mr. FLETCHER. i\Ir. President, I will read the address in 
the RECORD and shall study it very carefully. I am glad to have 
the assurance of the Senator. Without any more ado about it, 
we have come to a point where we are obliged to follow that 
course, whether we like it or not, if we are to have an adequate 
merchant marine.~ 

Mr. JONiiJS of Washington. That is my position, exactly; 
tbe Senator from Florida has stated it in just a few words. 
I have not . ought to go into details in this speech; I merely 
wanted to state general grounds upon which I have reached 
tllis conclusion. I have taken much more time than I intended, 
but I thinlr the Senate understands the reason why. I merely 
wish to add--

1 

1\Ir. l\IcKELLAR. l\Ir. President, before the Senator con-
cludes, may I make a brief statement? 

l\1~. FL~TCHE~. I want to sa:y to the ~e~tor that I am Mr. JOXES of Washington. I yield to the Senator from 
afra1d he~~ pursumg the c~urse ~h1ch the S~Ippmg Board have 

1 

Tennessee. 
been. pursumg, apparently, m their constructiOJ?- of the merchant Mr. McKELLAR. In the colloquy a few moments ago the 
~anne act of 1920. The¥ have adopted a. ~ohcy which .empha-

1 

Senator asked me if I would be in favor of private ownership 
Sizes th~ second clause m that act J?rovidmg that. ulhmat~ly when it came down to a point where that was· the only wav to 
those }hips otrght to be passed to pnvate ownership as bemg secure and maintain a merchant marine, and I told hi{n I 
the pnmary purpose of _the act. . . · would. I feel thh; way about it: I am primarily for Govern-

Mr. JONES of _washmgton. I certamly have not mtended to ment ownership and control, and believe that that is the only 
convey any such Idea. way we shall ever maintain an American merchant marine 

l\Ir. FLETCHER. I am using this as an illustration. Of such as we ought to have. I do not believe it can be done by 
co~1rse, the. Senator knows that Congr~s intended. tha_t the private hands, and, of course, I am still supporting in every 
primary thing to be done was to ~stabllsb and mamtam an pos!:-lible way Government ownership and control of our mer
adequate American mer~hant marine. . chant marine; still, if it could be shown that the only way to 

1\Ir .. JONES of Wa~h_mgton. Sure; but. let us not brmg up have a merchant marine were through private ownership, so 
any differences of opnnon between our fnend from New York strongly do I believe that it is to the vital interest of the coun
[Mr. CoPELAND] and myself in this regard. try to have a merchant marine that I would even be willing to 

1\Ir. FLETCHER. I am not going to do so. The Senator now forego my own opinion and adopt that plan. 
says that upon making this investigation throughout the coun- 1\Ir. JONES of Washington. I think the Senator from Ten-
try it was found that the sentiment seemed to be in favor of an nessee and I occupy about the same position. 
American merchant marine privately owned. I think the first l\Ir. President I do not want to take more time and shall be 
thing they concluded from the investigation and the first brief. After the Sllipping Board submitted its report on the 
thing emphasized in all the hearings was that we must have an resolution, I advised them that I did not think it complied 
American merchant marine. The private-ownership feature of with the resolution at all; that what I desired and what I 
it is a secondary consideration. I am afraid the Senator in believed the Senate desired was that they should submit what, 
mentioning that the result of that hearing wa·s that they found in their judgment, was necessary in order to br.ing about n 
public sentiment in favor of private ownership--- merchant marine privately owned and privately built; and also 

l\fr. JONES of Washington. The Senator has not heard all what was necessary, in their judgment, to bring about a .mer-
of my speech. chant marine through Government construction and operation. 

l\1r. FLETCHER. No; and I am very sorry. I did not know ·we were not asking them to commit themselves to either propo
the Senator was going to speak this morning on the question of sition, but we were asking them to study the situation and to 
tlle merchant marine or I should have certainly been in my determine, if a subsidy were the only way they 8aw to get a 
place, but I had some other work to do. I may have some merchant marine through private owner ·hip, what should be 
ob~en·ations to submit on that general subject myself. In the character of a bill to accomplish that purpose; not whether 
fact, I was getting up some data on that subject this morning. they were for it or against it; then what sort of a program 
I regret exceedingly that I have not heard the Senator's speech. should be followed in case of Government ownership. I asked 

What I wanted to do was simply to say that the result of aU them to study those phases of the proposition. They have done 
the country-wide investigatiq_n under the Senator's resolution, so, and they have submitted two propositions. I have them 
which was a very proper and wise one, was that they found here and I wish to make their position perfectly plain. They 
the sentiment over the country in favor of an adequate Ameri- are not recommending this, but they are saying that what is 
can merchant marine, undoubtedly and unquestionably. Now, embodied in the bill which they have sent to me, which th~ 
they did find that public sentiment generally is in favor of have had prepared, dealing with private ownership and opera
private ownership, but the first thing to do is to have an tion, if we are to have a merchant marine through private 
American merchant marine and have it ·adequate for our needs ownership and operation, they believe is necessary to bring it 
in commerce and national defense. The question of private about. 
ownership was a secondary conclusion. Then they have also said, not that they are in favor of that 

Mr. JONES of Washington. I want to say that there was no nor that they are in favor of Government ownership and opera
necessity for the adoption of my resolution to determine whether tion, but that if we are to have an American merchant marine 
or not the people of the country would say they favor an through Government ownership and operation and construe
American merchant marine. Political platfonns and conven- tion the other bill embodies the plan they would suggest. So, 
tions of every class and character have time after time declared Mr. President, I ask to have printed in the RECORD as a part of 
in favor of an American merchant marine. I do not think we my remarks the letter f1·om the chairman of the Shipping 
could find an American anywhere who, if asked whether he Board transmitting to me the two bills. 
was in favor of an American merchant marine, would say he The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, it will be 
was not. I did not consider it nec~ssary for the Shipping Board so ordered. 
to go about the country and try to ascertain whether or not the The letter is as follows: 
people thought that we ought to have a merchant marine. I UNITED STATEs SHrPPI~G BoARD, 
took that for granted. What I wanted was concrete proposals OFFICE oF THE CHAIRMAN, 
by which we could get an American merchant marine by private 'Wasltington, February 1, 1921. 
capital and by governmental ownership. When we go to work Ron. WESLEY L. JoNES, 
these ideas out, then come our differences. United States Senate, Washington., D. o. 

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? DEAB SENATOR JoNES: In compliance with your request that the 
Mr. JONES of 'Vashington. I yield. Shipping Board prepare drafts of two bills representing, respectively, 
1\fr. COPELAND. I would like to say to the Senator from the separate plans for building up and maintaining an adequate mer-

Florida that it is too bad he did not hear the address, the very chant marine, first, through private capital and under private owner
able and convincing address, of the Senator from Washington. ship; and, second, through construction, operation, and ownership by 
The Senator from Florida will be delighted to know that he the Government, as outlined in the board's report in response to Senate 
now bas a very strong ally in the Senator from Washington. Resollltion 262. 
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I am sending herewith a draft of bill embodring a ship-subsidy 

Rchedule, which the board feels would be appropriate if Congress de
cides to adopt a ship-subsidy measure to promote the operation and 
ownerf:;hip of merchant ships by private capital. 

There bas already been transmitted to you a draft of a bill covering 
plan No. 2, which the board feels is essential now to further establish 
economical and efficient operation by the Government and at the same 
time bold the door open for the further development of private oper
ation if Congress decides to amend the merchant marine act to provide 
for a more definite and adequate policy concerning 1:hUI form of 
promoting a merchant marine. 

Very truly yours, 
T. V. O'CONNOR, Ohainnan. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. Mr. President, I ask leave to 
introduce at this time a bill to further develop an .American 
merchant marine. This bill deals with the Government owner
Fhip proposal I a ·k that the bill may be read, printed, and 
referred to the Committee on Commerce, and I will also ask 
that it be printed in the RECORD. 

'l'he PRERIDING OFFICER. 'Vithout objection, it is so 
ordered. 

The bill ( S. 5668) to further deYelop an American merchant 
rna rine, to assure· its permanence in the transportation of the 
foreign trade of the United States, and for other purposes, was 
read twice by it:s title, referred to the Committee on Com
merce, and ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as follows : 

[S. 5668, 69th Cong., 2d sess.] 

A bill to further develop an American merchant marine, to assure its 
pE-rmanence in the transportation of the foreign trade of the ·united 
States, and for other purposes 

Be it enacted, etc., That the policy declared in section 1 of the 
merchant marine act, 1920, is hereby confirmed, and the purpose of 
tbe United States to maintain permanently a merchant marine ade
quate for the proper growth of the foreign and domestic commerce of 
tbe United States and for the national defense is hereby reaffirmed. 

SEc. 2. The board shall not sell any vessel or any line of vessels 
when, in its judgment, the building up and maintenance of an ade
quate merchant marine can be best served by continued ownership and 
operation of such vessel or such line by the United States. 
S~ 3. In addition to ordinary repairs to vessels incident to their 

regular operation, the board may recondition and improve vessels 
owned by the United State and in its possession or under its control, 
so as to equip them adequately for competition in the foreign trade 
of the United States. 

SEC. 4. The necessity for the replacement of vessels owned by the 
United States and in the possession or under the control of the board 
and the construction of additional up-to-date cargo, combination cargo 
and passenger, and passenger ships, to give the United States an ade
quate merchant marine is hereby recognized, and the board is author
ized and directed to present to Congress, from time to time, recom
mendations setting forth what new vessels are required and the esti
mated cost thereof, to the end that Congress may, from time to time, 
make provision for replacements and additions. All vessels built by 
the board shall be built in the L"nited States and whenever deemed de
sirable they shall be planned with reference to their usefulness as 
auxiliaries to the naval and military services of the United States. 

EC. 5. No vessel constructed pursuant to this act shall be sold with
out the consent of Congress hereafter given. 

SEc. 6. The appropriations necessary to carry out the provisions 
and accomplish the purposes of this act are hereby authorized. 

SEC. 7. All acts and parts of acts inconsistent with this act are 
hereby repealed. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. I have here also a bill which 
the Shipping Board bas prepared and transmitted to me with 
reference to a plan for private ownership and operation, which 
I ask that I may introduce and have referred to the Committee 
on Commerce, and I also ask that it may be printed in the 
RECORD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

The bill (S. 566£l) to make possible private ownership and 
operation by citizens of the United States of America of vessels 
operated in foreign trade, was read twice by its title, referred 
to the Committee on Commerce, and ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows : 

[S. 5669, 69th Cong., 2d sess.] 

.A bill to make possible pri>ate ownership and operation by citizens of 
the United States of America of vessels operated in foreign trade 
Be it enacted, etc.-
SECTION 1. The declaration of policy set forth in section 1 of the 

merchant marine act, 1920, is hereby confirmed, and it is hereby 
declared to be the purpose of the United States of America to perma-

nently maintain a merchant marine adequate for the proper growth of 
the foreign and domestic commerce of the United States and for the 
national defense; and to the end that vessels documented under the 
laws of the United States may be owned by American citizens and 
operated by them in foreign trade, the Secretary of the Treasury is 
hereby authorized and directed to enter into. contracts as hereinafter 
provided. 

SEC. 2. Such contract shall be made only with a citizen of the 
United States as defined by section 2 of the shipping act, 1916. The 
term " owner," as hereinafter used, refers to the citizen with whom such 
a contract is made. If the owner is a corporation, the entire tock 
of the corporation at the time of the making of the contract shall be 
owned by citizens of the United States, and if the ownership or control 
of the stock at any time thereafter is not in compliance with the re
quirements of section 2 of the shipping act, 1916, for cltiz.ensbip, all 
compensation under the contract shall be suspended for all periods of 
time during which the ownership of the stock does not meet such 
requirements. 

SEc. 3. Compensation under the contract will be made with re..,pect 
only to vessels which are documented under the laws of the United 
States and which were built in, or on January 1, 1927, were vessels 
documented under the laws of the United States, and whose type, kind, 
and quality have been approved by the United States Shipping Board, 
hereinafter referred to as the board. The term "vessel," as hereinafter 
used, refers to vessels to which the contract relates and which meet the 
tests prescribed by this act. The vessel shall be classified by the Amer
ican Bureau of Sbipping. 

SEc. 4. In consideration of the compensation provided for in such 
contract the owner shall covenant with the United States, as follows: 

(a) The vessel shall be kept continuously under the flag of the United 
States, not only during the period the contract remains in force but 
for the full period named in the original contract, notwithstanding it 
may be prematurely terminated. 

(b) The vessel shall transport an United States mails tendered it by 
the Postmaster General for transportation to any port visited by it on 
a particular voyage, at the same rate of compensation paid vessels of 
foreign registry for transporting United States mails. At the rPquest 
of the Postmaster General, facilities for sea-post service shall be pro
vided on the vessel without additional compensation. 

(c) In time of war, or during any period of national emergency 
evidenced by a proclamation of the President, if the vessel is com
mandeered or requisitioned by the United States, the compensation to be 
paid therefor shall be determined without reference to the value of 
similar tonnage in the world market, or elsewhere, at the time it is 
commandeered or requisitioned; it shall be determined on the basis of 
the average value of similar tonnage during the five-year period next 
preceding the commencement of the war or national emergency. 

SEc. 5. When the vessel is operated as a common carrier and the 
major portion of its cargo (in bulk) is dry or perishable cargo, there 
shall be paid to the owner for such periods of •time as is hereinafter 
more particularly set forth the following compensation for voyages of 
the vessel on which freight is being transported between the United 
States and a foreign port not less than 1,000 miles distant from conti
nental United State : Provided, however, No compensation shall be 
paid for a voyage from a port in continental United States to a port in 
a foreign country contiguous to the United States: 

(a) To vessels having a speed up to and including 10 knots, com
pensation at the rate of $4 per gross ton per year. 

(b) To vessels having a speed of more than 10 knots and up to and 
including 12 knots, compE>nsation at the rate of $5 per gross ton per 
year. 

(c) To vessels having a speed of more than 12 knots and up to and 
including 14 knots, compensation at the rate of $8 per gross ton per 
year. 

(d) To vessels having a speed of more than 14 knots and up to and 
including 15 knots, compensation at the rate of $9 per gross ton per 
year. 

(e) To vessels having a speed of more than 15 knots and up to and 
including 16 knots, compensation at the rate of $10 per gross ton per 
year. 

(f) To vessels having a speed of more than 16 knots and up to and 
including 17 knots, compensation at the rate of $11 per gross ton per 
year. 

(g) To all vessels having a speed of more than 17 knots. compensa
tion at the rate of $11 per gross ton per year and an additional sum 
per year equal to 25 cents per gross ton multiplied by the number of 
knots speed the vessel has in excess of 17 knots. 

The speed of a freight vessel shall be determined by its average speed 
at sea when loaded to th1·ee-fourtbs of its maximum draft. The speed 
of all vessels shall be determined under rules prescribed by the lJoard . 
When the speed of a vessel is certified by the board such certification 
may be accepted by the Secretary of the Treasury as final for the 
purpose of determining the compensation due under tllf contL·act. 

SEc. 6. Compensation hereunder shall relate only to periods of time 
incident to the operation of the vessel in the foreign trade of the United 
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States, but nothing herein contained shall be construed to require the 
vessel to be operated continuously in the foreign trade of the United 
States through the whole or any definite part of the contract period. 
The compensation may be paid from time to time for such period or 
periods as the vessel may engage in foreign trade of the United States, 
and it shall be entitled to compensation accordingly. 

SEC. 7. Such contracts may be made for any period of time, not 
exceeding 20 years : Provided, howevm·, any such contract shall termi
nate and thenceforth be void when the -vessel is 20 years old, computed 
from the date the vessel was launched. 

SEC. 8. In addition to and apart from the requirements of law with 
respect to the citizenship of the officers and crew of the vessel not less 
than one-half of the deck and engine crew shall be citizens of the 
United States, as a matter of contract. 

SEC. 9. The obligations assumed by the owner with respect to the 
ownership of the vessel by citizens and its retention under the Ameri
ca~ flag shall be covenants running with the vessel for the full con
tractual period of time named in the contract. Any change of the 
vessel to foreign ownership or to foreign flag shall be illegal, unless or 
until there bas been paid into the Treasury of the United States, by 
or in behalf of the owner, an amount equal to the total of all sums of 
money which may have theretofore been paid by the United States (in 
respect to the vessel involved) under the provisions of such contract. 

SEC. 10. Compensation under the contract shall be at the rate per 
year hereinbefore prescribed. The term " year " as thus us~d means 
an aggregate of 365 days (not necessarily consecutive) through each 
of which the vessel has been operated in the service prescribed by this 
act. In computing such time there may be included the entire period 
which elap.ses between the sailing of the vessel on the outward voyage 
from the port in the United States from whicl1 the vessel departs, hav
ing on board the major portion (in bulk) of the cargo taken aboard in 
the United States for export, and the arrival of the vessel on the 
return voyage at that port in the United States where the return 
cargo is unloaded, or, if not wholly unloaded, the amount remaining 
unloaded is a minor portion (in bulk) of the entire cargo imported 
ipto the United States by the vessel on that voyage: Provided, how
e·vet·, the actual time at sea ·may be corrected to conform to reasonable 
time for the mileage covered at the rate of speed which is the basis 
of the compensation paid : And provided further, actual time in port 
may be corrected to conform to reasonable time for the vessel's visit 
under the circumstances then existing : Pt·ovided further, There shall 
not be included in the computation time used by the vessel. in trade 
between foreign p()rts after three-fourths (in bulk) of the outward 
cargo from the United States has been discharged and before three
fourths (in bulk) of the return cargo to the United States has been 
loaded. 

SEC. 11. In the event that any interest in the vessel is acquired by 
an alien by purchase, gift, inheritance, or otherwise; or, in the event 
the owner is a corporation, if the ownership or control of any portion 
of the stock of the corporation is vested in an alien by purchase !tift 
inheritance, or otherwise the amount of compensation which the ~;ne~ 
would otherwise be entitled to receive from the United States (in 
respect to the vessel involved) under the provisions of such contract 
shall be reduced in the proportion of the interest in the vessel owned 
by aliens; or, if the owner be a corporation, in the proportion that the 
amount of stock owned by aliens bears to the total amount of stock 
of the corporation. 

SEC. 12. In the event the vessel has a speed exceeding 18 knots 
nothing herein contained shall affect the right of the owner to compen
sation under contracts hereafter made for transportation of mails by 
such vessel: Provided, howet'er, in that event the owner (in respect 
to such vessel) shall not be entitled to compensation under the pro
visions of section 4, subsection (b), of this bill ; nor to any additional 
compensation under the provisions of section 5, subsection (g), hereof. 

SEc. 13. The provisions of this act shall apply also to trips of the 
vessel between the United States and the Philippine Islands unless and 
until the coastwise laws of the United States are extended to such 
traffic. 

SEc. 14. The computation of time incident to the earnings of a vessel 
under the provisions of this act shall be made pursuant to rules pre
scribed by the board. The contract shall not be assigned by the owner 
without the consent of the board ; if assigned without such consent, 
the contract will terminate and thenceforth be void. 

SEC. 15. All acts and parts of acts in conflict with this act are hereby 
.repealed. 

Mr. COPELAND. 1\Ir. President, I saw in one of the news
papers this morning-! tried to find it while the Senator from 
Washington was speaking-an account of a visit to the Presi
dent on yesterday of some 1\fember of .the House of Representa
tives who proposed a $150,000,000 appropriation to hold up the 
bands of the Shipping Board. Is the Senator from Washing
ton advised regarding that matter? 

1\lr. JONES of Washington. I am not. The Senator's state
ment is the first intimation I have had of it. 

1\Ir. COPELAND. The Senator will ·recall that we have a 
fund aggregating between fifty and sixty million dollars as I 
remember it. ' 

l\Ir. JONES of Washington. There remain abouf $38,000,000 
unallotted, and there are about eighteen or nineteen million 
dollars represented by securities cwhich it is ]}oped could go 
into this fund. 

Mr. COPELAND. It is betwe~n fifty and sixty million dol- . 
Iars? 

l\.lr. JONES of Washington. Together with the $18 000:000 
it would. aggregate about $60,000,000. ' ' 
~r .. COPEL~D. That is money that may be used by the 

Shippmg Boara m the way of loans to private individuals who 
desire to make replacements or to add to the fleet, but which 
~an not be used by th~ Sh~pping Board for the building of ships 
rn the absence of legislation. 

I assume from the article I saw this morning that the Presi
dent's view-and I was quite surprised that anybody should 
express the President's view quite so freely-was that he was 
willing that that fund, and even an increase in the amount to 
$150,000,000, should be used for replacements and additions to 
the fleet. I am sure from the very able address the Senator 
from Washington has made this morning that he advocates 
the idea that there certainly must be additions; and there cer
tainly must be provision made for replacements to the fleet 
if ~e are to have, in the first place, an adequate merchant 
marme, and then if it is to continue as such. 

I _wish to sta~e for myself that I want to help in any way 
possible to provide an adequate merchant marine. I am con
vinced, of course, that we ought first to make an effort to have 
these ships operated, not under contract or lease or whatever 
the arrangement may be that is made when we hire an opera
tor, but under charter to private operators. 
. I think, M.r. President, if the Senator will permit me to say 
It, that that IS one step which the board has not taken. Instead 
of trying. to ~d purch!lsers-and we know that is impossible, 
for no one will buy-If they would advertise for persons to 
charter these ships and to operate them privately, then they 
would have all the initiative and the ambition and the enter
prise of private ~wnership, or, at least, private operation, to 
niake the enterpnse succeed. 

At any rate, so far as I am concerned, I want to see these 
ships operated, and I congratulate the Senator from Wash
ington for his very able and convincing presentation of the very 
important subject. I believe that every Member of the Senate 
should go out as a propagandist to impress upon the people 1 

of t~is country the national necessity of an adequate merchant i 
marrne. We can have no adequate protection we can have 1 

no national defense, without it, and certainly' so far as the 
great industrial life of our country is concer~ed, it can not i 
thrive, as I see it, without an adequate merchant marine. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. Mr. President, as the Senator ' 
from New York suggests, I think that every Senator and every 
Representative ought to make himself a propagandist during 
the summer, because I think the need of our adopting a 
definite policy is imperative. Many of the ships which we 1 

have are, as I have said, fast wearing out and now becom
ing out of date. They are all in age nearly over half the 
ordinary age of a ship. It takes time for Congress to enact 
legislation of this kind, and if we are going to have good 
ships, fast ships, it takes possibly not less than two years to 
prepare the plans and build one of them. So the first thing 
we know, unless we take some definite action in the very near 
future, we will have no merchant marine. 

The only reason why I have made this statement to-day and 
have introduced these bills-and, of course, I do not expect 
to havt! any affirmative action taken at this session-is that 
the Congress may be studying the matter and that at the first 
session of the next Congress we may take up this problem 
seriously and earnestly and adopt some definite policy. 

Mr. President, let me say just a word further. We passed a 
bill the other day with reference to the $125,000,000 fund to 
which the Senator from New York has referred. I am glad 
that we were able to pass that bill through the Senate. I hope 
it will be acted upon favorably by the other House. Under the 
bill, if it 3hall pass the House of Representatives, this fund in 
the near future will be brought up to $125,000,000. Of course, 
under the law a~ it is now, that can not be used except for 
loans; but if we adopt a general policy, I have no doubt that 
we will provide for and authorize Congress to appropriate 
money from time to time for the building of ships out of the 
$125,000,000 fund, and, in my judgment, that $125,000,000 fund 
as a revolving fund will be adequate to take care of the situa
tion. In the meantime it will be available for those who will 
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undertake the construction of ships for operation under the 
American flag. 
WIDENING OF NICHOLS AVENUE BE., IN THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate the amend
ments of the House of Representatives to the bill (S. 4727) to 
provide for the widening of Nichols A venue between Good Hope 
Road and S Street SE., in the District of Columbia, which were, 
on page 3, line 11, to strike out all after the word "the," where 
it appears the :first time, down to and including the word " as" 
in line 19; and on page 3, line 21, after the word "~lumbia," 
to insert: 

That the money necessary to carry out this act that is in the· Treas
ury, not otherwise appropriated, is hereby authorized to be appro
priated. 

Mr. CAPPER. I move that the Senate concur in the amend
ments of the House. 

The motion was agreed to. 
INTERNATIONAL LO '"GFELLOW SOCIETY-LETTER FROM QUEEN MARIE 

l\fr. COPELAND. Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent 
to insert in the· RECORD a letter from Queen Marie. 

There being no objection, the letter was ordered to be printed 
in the RECORD, as follows : 

ON BOABD THE R. M. S. " BERENGABIA/1 

November 28~ 1926. 
ARTHUR CHABLES JACKSON, Esq., 

President International Longferlow Soaietv, 
Portland~ Me. 

DEAR MR. JACKSON: I have duly received your letter of the 12th 
instant, in which you confer upon me the honor of electing me honorary 
president of the International Longfellow Society. I am delighted to 
accept that relationship. 

I regret that during my recent tour I was unable to visit Portland, 
the birthplace of your great poet. 

Yours sincerely., MARIE. 

TOLEDO SPEECH OF HON. WILLIAM G. M'ADOO 
1\:lr. COPELAND. I ask unanimous consent to have printed 

in the REcoRD a very interesting letter by Frederick H. Allen 
on the subject of Mr. McAdoo's Toledo speech. 

There being no objection, the letter was ordered to be printed 
in the RECORD, as follows : 

THE TOLEDO SPEECH 
To the EDITOR OF THE WORLD: 

By his speech at Toledo 1\:Ir. McAdoo reads himself out of the Demo
cratic Party-that is, if the party gives more than lip service to the 
foundation principles of its creed-for be advocates the use of the 
police power by the Federal Government in States that have not passed 
a State prohibition enforcement act. It would mean the annihilation 
of State government and enslavement of the people of a State that 
does not see eye to eye with Washington. No one can foresee to what 
f-urther lengths such a doctrine would carry us-the doctrine that the 
Federal Government can coerce a State government. He utterly aban
dons the major tenet of the Democratic Party, the tenet of State rights. 
He advocates the destruction of the principles of the Constitution. 
Again, he tries to excite prejudice and passion by citing the names of 
Tweed and Croker and by using the worn-out battle cry of Tammany 
Hall. He would have the Supreme Court declare that a State bag 
no power to repeal a law once passed, such as the Mullan-Gage Act. 
He claims that the Supreme Court should declare the Volstead Act 
in force should Congress repeal or modify it. He thus advances the 
idea that the Supreme Court can coerce the legislature. 

These are tbe reckless utterances of a man whose sole object is the 
pursuit of power by whatever means obtained, and to this is linked 
the moti>e of revenge, for to Governor Smith he credits his defeat in 
1924. As Milton said : 

"All is not lost; th' unconquerable will, 
And study of revenge, immortal hate." 

He thinks the majority of the country is dry, and by inciting the 
enmity of the countryside against the cities, which he pictures as 
debauched and controlled by alliances between officials and the vicious 
and the criminals, he advocates a new sectionalism and tries to awaken 
a new antagonism, and thereby secure his goal. 

No reasonable man, whether he be bOne dry or not, can read the 
Toledo speech without a feeling of regret for one who through perverted 
ambition enunciates such doctrines as Mr. McAdoo advocates. No such 
an attack has ever been made upon the Constitution, and rarely such 
an appeal to prejudice and passion, and this under the guise of a.n 
address to lawyers who should be the first to, repudiate it. 

FREDEIUCK H. ALLEN. 
NEW YORK~ January 81. 

THEODORE F. SHUEY 
1\:lr. COPELAND. 1\:lr. President, I ask unanimous consent 

to have printed in the body of the RECORD at this point an 

interesting editorial from the New York World of February 8, 
1927, relating to the 60 years of work for the Senate by Mr. 
Shuey. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. FRAZIER in the chair). 
Without objection, it is so ordered. 

The matter referred to is as follows: 
SIXTY YEARS OF SE~ATORIAL ORATORY 

Apropos of remarkable old. men, is there any more amazing than 
Theodore F. Shuey, who has just commenced, at the age of 82, his 
sixtieth year as stenographer of the United States Senate? What a 
long procession of Senators have passed in review before him and out 
of sight and out of the public mind. Here is a man who might be 
justified in some cynicism on human pride and ambition. How many 
Senators who loomed large in their little day have passed completely 
from the memory of man? When Mr. Shuey began to ply his pen on 
senatorial eloquence we were in the midst of the mad days of recon
struction. He reported during his first session the speeches of Charles 
Sumner, Lyman Trumbull, James A. Bayard, Thomas A. Hendricks, 
Zack Chandler, Reverdy Johnson, Roscoe Conkling, William Pitt Fessen
den, and others whose names are but letters making sounds. Blaine 
had not yet entered the Senate. And yet among the men lost to 
memory and even to history there was more than · one pompous fellow 
feeling sure that he was bound for an immortality of fame. 

During the last 60 years the pen of Shuey bas reported them all. 
He knows the vanities, the foibles, the struts, and poses of them all, 
and perhaps be has corrected the grammar of more than one. They 
came, saw, were conquered, and passed beyond the mists of the years, 
and this old man continued on to the service of others doomed to the 
same end. How he must smile at times to-day when he notes the same 
complacency and assurance in men he knows will join the others in the 
shadows that are too deep to penetrate and too uninteresting to ex
plore. Unknown to the multitude he has done his work perfectly, and 
an essential work-more perfectly than most Senators, many of whom 
may have patronized him at times.. How many a quiet chuckle be 
must have had. · 

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 
A message from the House of Representatives, by Mr. Halti

gan, one of its clerks, announced that the House had agreed 
to the amendment of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 11421) to 
provide for conveyance of certain lands in the State of Alabama 
for State park and game preserve pm·poses. 

The message also announced that the House further insisted 
on its disagreement to the amendments of the Senate Nos. 8, 9, 
and 10 to the bill (H. R. 16462) making appropriations to sup
ply urgent deficiencies in certa:in appropriations for the :fiscal 
year ending June 30, 1927, and prior fiscal years, and to provide 
urgent supplemental appropriations for the fiscal year ending 
June 30, 1927, and for other purposes. 

POEMS BY HORACE C. CA.RI:.ISLE 
Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent to 

have printed in the REcoRD two poems by Horace C. Carlisle, 
formerly of Alabama, now a resident of Washington. One is 
on Frank L. Stanton, who for many years was on the Atlanta 
Constitution, and the other is a splendid and deserving tribute 
to the junior Senator from Alabama [Mr. HEFLIN]. 

There being no objection, the poems were ordered to be printed 
in the RECORD, as follows : 

THE SOGTHLAND'S SORROW 

When death closed Frank L. Stanton's eyes, 
And stilled his pen, and sealed his mouth, 

And called his spirit to the skies, 
A wave of sorrow swept the South

No more his songs of charm and cheer, 
On inspiration's printed page, 

In fragrant freshness shall appear 
With gems of joy for youth and age. 

He's not-and yet we know he is
True contradiction, strangely odd

For, from those higher heights of his, 
Fell revelations fresh from God. 

As long as live the lives of men, 
As long as love on earth shall last, 

Shall Stanton, living thru his pen, 
Enrich the present from the past. 

Tho poetry of letters lost 
Her constellation's master-star 

When Frank L. Stanton calmly crossed, 
With folded hands, the fatal bar, 

His songs like silver streams of love, 
Poured, unseen, from a golden bowl, 

As soft as whispers from above, 
Shall live, eternal as the soul. 

HORACB ~ CARLISLlil. 



1927 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SEK .A __ TE ' 3421 
COt"R.\.GE TO BATTLE .ALO)<I'l 

There's a masterful figure that sits in the Senate, 
Lending strength to its hindermost row-

A dependable, powerful friend and companion, 
But a daring and dangerous foe. 

With the polish of Paul and the passion of Peter, 
And the faithful affection of John, 

He is feared and revered as an outspoken power, 
With the courage to battle alone. 

When the right is assailed or the truth is evaded, 
lle arises, already resolved-

In his dutiful heart-for a tight to the finish, 
As though he were directly involved; 

While devotion to duty, the mark of distinction
That by which he's especially known-

Gives him wonderful prestige, remarkably strengthened 
By his courage to battle alone. 

" White supremacy " should be our national slogan, 
Sung aloud from the heart through the mouth, 

In tile East and the West and tile North with the spil'it 
That it's sung ft·oru the heart of the South. 

Tllat this " safety first " doctrine will save the Republic, 
He declares in no soft undertone-

But he thunders his words, dl'iving home his convictions, 
With the courage to battle alone. 

lie's a friend to the fellow in humule a[lparel 
Who, with hammer or shovel or plow, 

Through the long, weary hours of anxious endeavor 
Earns his br-ead by the sweat of his brow. 

And while preaching the gospel of growth and progression, 
He is happy to claim as hLs own 

Au abiding belief in the old-time religion 
And the courage to battle alone. 

There bas never yet stood on the floor of the Senate 
A more resolute ft·iend to mankind 

Than this great Alabamian, pledged to his duty 
To the South, in whose heart be's enshrined. 

He is writing his name on her history's pages
When he's gone, sbe will carve it in stone 

That her Senator HEFLIN deserved the distinction 
Of the courage to battle alone. 

Would to God there were more of our public officials 
Unafraid of unpopular truth ; 

Unafraid to refute the delightful delusions 
That imperil our passionate youth ; 

Unafraid of the menacing threats of destruction 
That along pearly pathways are strewn ; 

Unafraid of the world and the flesh and the devil
With the courage to battle alone. 

HORACE C. CARLISI,J4. 

FARM RELIEF 

The Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, re ·umed the con: 
sideration of the bill ( S. 4808) to establish a Federal farm 
board to aid in the orderly marketing and in the control and 
disposition of the surplu~ of agricultural commodities. 

Mt·. ROBINSON of Indiana and Mr. BRUCE addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Indiana. 
Mr. BRUCE. Mr. President, it is a very remarkable fact 

that I never have been able to obtain recognition of the Chair 
when it is occupied by its present occupant. 

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. Mr. President, I do not desire 
to make any extended remarks with reference to the agricul
tural question at this time. I had an opportunity to discuss it 
at length, along with other 1\:fembers of the Senate, at the last 
se sion. I have been very much interested in the discussion 
which has taken place so far at this session. I am glad so 
many l\fembers of the Senate are friendly to the proposed legis
lation, There are two or three observations I desire to make, 
but I do not expect to detain the Senate long. 

There is an agricultural problem; nobody doubts that fact. 
The question is, How shall it be solved? We know that the 
mortgage loans on farms in the United States have increased 
from so:Qlething like $4,000,000,000 in 1910 to above $12,000,-
000,000 in 1925. ·we know that fatm values in this country 
have decreased in the five years from 1920 to 1925 from more 
than $79.000,000,000 to something like $59,000,000,000. 

We know that thousands and hundreds of thousands of people 
are moving from the farms to the cities; that farms are being 
abandoned right and left; that farm crops are being sold, and 
hav-e been sold for 8ome years, for less than the cost of pro
duction ; and we know, finally, 1\lr. President, that if this con-

tinues agriculture will die. in this country, and we shall be 
forced to import our food supply from an unfriendly world. 

1.'he farmers of America who are urging this legislation are 
not necessarily, as was suggested by one !\!ember of this body, 
unreasonable propagandists. Objection was made to allowing 
members of the farm organizations to suggest names for the 
Federal farm board that is to be created under this bill. It 
was suggested that this encroaches on the Executive preroga
tive, although there is precedent for that procedure in the 
transportation act. I want to answer briefly the question that 
has been raised in this connection. 

I 

I quote from the speech of the junior Senator from Ohio 
[Mr. FEss], as follows. Referring to section 2 (a) of the bill, 
he says: 

· It does not give the power to the President to appoint, but limits 
the power of the President. This proposal puts behind the board 
the official prestige of the Government, but the board is to be selected 
by propagandists representing farm organizations throughout the United 
States. 

Mr. President. I deny the accuracy of that f=;tatement, and 
desire to analyze the provision in the bill itself which has to 
do with the nominating committee. I quote from subsection 
(c) of section 2, on page 3 of the hill : 

(c) The Secretary of Agriculture shall, within 30 days after the ap
proval of this act and biennially thereafter, with the advice of such 
farm organizations and cooperative associations as he considers to be 
representative of agriculture in any district-

That is to ay, that the Secretary of Agriculture, a part of 
the executive department of the Government, shall, within 30 
days after the approval of the act, select such farm organiza
tions as he considers to be representative of agriculture in any 
district-
(!) fix the date on which a convention in such district shall be held. 
(2) designate the farm organizations and cooperative associations in 
the district eligible to participate in such conventiol}, and (3) designate 
the number of rept·esentatives and the number of votes to which each 
such organization or association in the district shall be entitled. 

I submit, l\Ir. President, that the Secretary of Agriculture 
has complete control over all the machinery for selecting the 
nominating committee. He himself appoints one of the five 
members. He himself selects the farm organizations that shall 
be charged with the duty of naming the rest of the committee, 
which in turn submits names of three candidates for the farm 
board to the Pt"esident for his consideration, one of whom mnst 
be selected by the President under this bill. He designates the 
organizations that shall take part, designates the number of 
representatives, and determines when the convention shall be 
held in the district. ./ · 

So, Mr. President, the executive department can not be said 
to have nothing to do with naming the members of the farm 
board. The executive department has e\erything to do with it. 
The executive department sets up the machinery by which 
recommendations are made to the President, and then the 
President selects one of the three names that have been sub
mitted. A member of the fa,rm board is thus selected from 
each of the 12 Federal land-bank district~S. So it is unfair to 
say that the proposal- · 

puts behind the board the official prestige of the Government, but the 
board is to be selected by propagandists representing farm organizations 
throughout the United States. 

It seems that in the opinion of some Members of this body 
everyone who urges farm legislation to solve this great basic 
problem of the Nation-the biggest problem that has confronted. 
the American people in many, many years-is necessarily a 
vicious propagandist; but they may come here urging legisla
tion in all other directions, and, in the opinion of some of eur 
Members, it is entirely justified. It is high time some of us 
were standing up for the American farmer, because there is no 
more patriotic thing any man can do at this critical moment. 

Mr. President, we produce a surplus of crops in this country, 
and naturally that surplus must be exported, and the surplus 
of our crops must compete in a world market with the crops 
of other countries. The world price, therefore, will necessarily 
be paid for our surplus crop; but, unfortunately, we have no 
machinery and no means for separating the surplus from that 
part of the crop needed for domestic consumption. Therefore 
the world price paid for the surplus governs the price of the 
whole crop. If "we can remove the surplus. segregate it from 
the part of the crop needed for domestic consumption. and keep 
it temporarily, even, out of the export trade, then the law of 
suppl,v and demand is bound to function in such a way a . to 
give wheat, for insta,)!ce, and oth,er C!'OPS protected by an agri-
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cultuTal tariff, the benefit of the tariff. So far as cotton is 
concerned-because we produce two-thirds of the cotton of the 
world-it can be fed into the markets of the world and into 
the domestic market in an orderly manner; but there must be 
segregation. 

So it is w-ith all crops ; if we establish this Federal farm board 
they can be handled efficiently, so that the farmer himself can 
get the benefit of his labor and be paid for his products not only 
the cost of production but a reasonable figure above the cost of 
production, representing a decent return for his labor and his 
capital. 

Mr. President, an equalization fee is provided. That is sim
ply a fee paid for service and benefits under the commerce 
clause of the Constitution. It is not a tax in any sense of the 
word, and I have heard no convincing argument that would 
suggest that it is a tax. It seems to me most of what has been 
said on that subject has begged the question and has consisted 
largely of dogmatic statement. 

It has been urged that this legislation is price-fixing legisla
tion. I deny that, Mr. President. This legislation does not 
attempt to fix prices. This legislation would influence prices, 
just as the Federal reserve act influenced prices, just as the 
immigration act, the Adamson law, the transportation act, and 
others ha\e influenced prices; but it does not fix prices, as some 
other acts do. It seems to be all right, in the opinion of some 
Members of this body, to pass legislation fixj.ng the cost of 
carrying a bushel of wheat by a common carrier, but entirely 
wrong to influence the cost of producti()n or marketing of the 
same bushel of wheat. Of course, reasoning of that kind is 
fallacious. 

Mr. FLETCHER. Mr. President--
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from In

diana yield to the Senator from Florida? 
Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. I yield to the Senator. 
Mr. FLETCHER. The Senator has alluded to the cost of 

carrying these products. I doubt very much if this legislation 
is going to accomplish what its friends hope it will accompli::::h ; 
but, at the same time, everyone must recognize the necessity for 
a sound and healthy agriculture, and if by experimenting a 
little we can help maintain that industry on a proper footing 
and in a healthy condition, it seems to me we ought to do it. 

I desire to ask the Senator whether the people who till the 
soil and who produce the Nation's food are not suffering very 
considerably from the high charges imposed for carrying their 
products to market. The Senator has said we control that. 
I do not know that we do as much as we ought. For instance, 
it is stated that the railroads recently have granted an increase 
of wages of $5,000,000. Thirty-one thousand railway men, we 
nre told, get $5,000,000 increase in one instance. 

The conductors and trainmen get a wage increase of 7lh per 
cent in the settlement announced on the railroads in the South
east area, amounting to $3,305,000. 

I am mah."ing no complaint about that. It is possible that the 
railroad employees do not get any more than they should ha\e 
or that they earn, and in some instances do not get as much as 
they ought to have, but the railroads are not very much exer
cised about it, because they know that they can pass it right on 
to the shippers. That is not coming out of their pockets ulti
mately. It will come out of the pockets of the people who 
have to use that means of transportation in order to carry on 
their business. 

This all means that we are not apt to decrease railroad 
rates. I ha\e offered an amendment to the transportation act 
to repeal section 15 (a), but I can never get a report out of 
the committee. The fact is that railroad rates throughout the 
country, and especially express charges, are simply enormous, 
and constitute a severe tax upon the producers of farm 
products. 

Just to illu trate, if the Senator will allow me, although I 
do not want to interfere too much with his line of tl:~ought, I 
haT"e a letter here, written from Middletown, N. Y., dated De
cember 10, 1926, which reads in part as follows: 

Having interests in Florida for 14 years, and knowing the condi
tion of the average Florida farmer, the recent increase in pay to 
railroad employees prompts me to attach an express bill on a box 
weighing 60 pounds, containing less than a barrel of Florida potatoes, 
the expt·ess charges being $2.25. I - hope that any legislation bene
ficial to the farmer in general at this session <>f Congress will not 
overlook the Florida farmer. 

When the potato grower in Florida has to pay $2.25 to get 
60 pounds of potatoes to his market, it makes it prohibitory. 
That is one of the difficulties we ought to keep in mind, it 
seems to me; and inquire of the Senator whether he can suggest 
any way correcting that and giving a remedy for that situa
tion. 

If the Senator will pardon a personal aJlusion, two years ago 
I happened to have a little grapefruit grove, some 30 acres in 
extent, and in one lot I shipped 1,750 boxes. A box of grape
fruit contains from 54 to 64 grapefruit. I had invested my 
money in that grove, had cultivated the crop, had sprayed it, 
had taken all the chances of the seasonR, and all the other 
ebances, and the D;et return to me from that shipment of 1,750 
boxes of grapefrUit was 27 cents a box. I would have been 
very glad to exchan.,~e 1·eturns with the railroad people who 
transported it. Their charges were, of course, a great deal 
more than what I received. Market conditions had to do with 
that,- perhaps, but the freight charges constituted an enormous 
tax in that instance. At the time I got 27 cents for 64 grape
fruit, hnxing produced them, I was paying a restaurant 25 cents 
for half a grapefruit every morning. 

That is a condition which we ought to try to cure in some 
way, it seems to me. I do not know whether we can do it by leg
islation or not. I believe, however, that these excessive expre"s 
charges and freight rates, the expense of tran"porting the prod
ucts to market, as well as the bad ~ystem of distribution, con~ti
tute the chief evils which afilict agriculture in this country to-clay. 

l\lr. ROBINSON of Indiana. Mr. President, ! understand the 
Senator's contention. I do not care to go into that in detail 
at this time, however. The only point I attempted to make 
was that the Go,·ernment does recognize its right to regulate 
rates for a carrier, and in the transportation act of 1920 the 
Go\ernment did _undertake to regulate rates, and to place the 
regulation of rates in the hands of the Interstate Commerce 
Commission. If the Government can fix rates in one measure, 
it certainly has the power to influence prices in another. 

I was undertaking to say that there seems to be in the minds 
of some no objection to fixing a price for carrying a bushel of 
wheat, but- there is objection to influencing the cost of its 
production or marketing. 

Mr. President, others object to this measure on the ground 
tbat it will increase the cost of living. They say that we must 
proceed cautiously, because the cost of living is tremendous now, 
almost unbearable, and one Member of this body intimated that 
there would be something close to a revolution if prices were 
permitted to mount much higher. 

Every l\1ember of this body knows perfectly well that the 
high cost of living is not due to the farmer in any sense of 
the word. He is not benefited in the slighte t degree, becau-·e 
in a fluctuation in the price to the producer of wheat of 
a hundred per cent, covering a period of 3 or 4 or 5 years, let us 
say, there was a fluctuation of only 5 per cent in the cost of 
bread; so that the price paid the farm~ for his wheat is not 
responsible for the high cost of bread. 

The price paid the farmer for hides is not responsible for the 
high cost of shoes. The price paid the farmer for his raw cot
ton is not responsible for the high price the consumer pays for 
cotton goods. There is a tremendous spread between the price 
paid the farmer and the price charged the ultimate consumer. 
It is the experience of everybody that whether the farmer gets 
a living price for his products, or whether he is forced to sell 
at much below the cost of production, the prices of the neces
saries of life to the ultimate consumer remain practically the 
same. So, if this legislation shall be enacted into law, I predict 
that there will be very little difference in the price levels of 
food commodities. 

Everybody wants the farmer to receive fair prices for his 
products. E\erybody wants the American farm to prosper. 
Everybody who has g~ven any thought to this subject knows 
that agriculture is intimately related to our national ~::~eeurity. 
All of us must eat, and we must eat off of the farm. If we 
permit the American farm to perish, we must get our food 
supply from foreign farms. 

It is urged and has been urged time and again through this 
debate that this legislation is unconstitutional. "Yes,'' say the 
opponents of the measure, " it is unconstitutional, because it 
undertakes to tax the American farmers who are opposed to 
this plan." I shall not go into that question, because it has been 
discussed at length and there is a T"ery excellent statement on 
the whole question of the constitutionality of the measure in the 
report of the committee. 

I may make this statement~ however: I am convinced that 
the measure is constitutional under the commerce clause of the 
Constitution. I am convinced that the equalizatio fee, so 
called, is not a tnx, but a service charge for service and bene
fits rendered to all the producers, 100 per cent of them, tbi·ough
out the land. I am convinced that every producer will receive 
higher prices for his products as a result of this legislation. 

I am convinced that the equalization fee differs from a tax in 
that, when a tax is levied, it is taken by government for pur
poses of government, and t11e only return given the taxpayer is 
that which comes to every citizen and taxpayer of the country 
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alike- the blessings of good government; the equalization fee 
benefits every producer directly. Because it aids in promoting 
interstate and foreign commerce, I think there is a~eq~ate 
warrant for it under the commerce clause of the Constitution. 

There is a broader ground, however, on which to stand. I 
read from the preamble of the Constitution itself: 

We the people of the United States, in order to form a more perfect 
LTnion. 

Certaiulv tllis Union will be more perfect if 30,000,000 of our 
people, apin·oximately one-third of the entire popula~on, are 
llappy. contented. and prosperous as the oilier two-thirds are 
happy and prosperous. 

To cRtablish just ice. 

There is the best reason in the world for passing this legis
lation-to establish justice to all the people in the country, so 
that a great part of our population, engaged in a ~asic indu~t:Y, 
will not be forced to sell their products and their commodities 
for les.· than the cost of production. 

To insure domestic tmnquility. 

1\fr. President, I Ray that things in this country are not no-yv 
tranquil. If anyone in this body belleves ther.e is domestic 
tranquillity throughout the land, I invite him to go out into the 
agricultural States and make some inquiries. If he does so, he 
will find misery, woe, and despair throughout the agricultur~l 
regions of the country. I continue to read from the Consti
tution: 

To provide for the common defense. 

Agriculture the industry which furnishes the food supply for 
the country, i~ tl1e fin;t line of defense, without which no nation 
can survive. 

'l'he PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Indiana will 
suspend while the Chair states the unanimous-consent agree
ment, which is : 

That after the hour ()f 3 o'clock p. m., on the calendar day of Thurs
day, E'ebruary 10, 1927, no Senator shall speak more than once or 
longer than 15 minutes upon the bill or upon any amendment offered 
thereto. 

The Senator from Indiana will proceed. 
Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana (reading)
Promote the general welfare. 

Why, Mr. President, that statement alone in the preamble 
of the Constitution has been the basis of decision after deci
sion by the Supreme Court of the United States of America-
and secure the blessings of liberty to ourselves and our posterity, do 
ordain and establish this Constitution for the United States of 
America. 

Mr. President, I yield to no one in my reverence for the 
Constitution of the fathers. I believe in it with my whole 
heart and soul. It not only prescribes our form of Govern
ment, but it stands always between the citizen and possible 
tyranny. I believe the Constitution should be obeyed by every
body and enforced, as should all the laws under it-not some 
of the laws, but all of the laws. But the Constitution has 
adapted itself admirably in the past to the needs of a great 
Republic. I can not lose sight of the fact, Mr. President, if I 
may paraphrase a statement from exalted authority, that the 
Constitution was made for the people, not the people for the 
Constitution. There are some here apparently who go the 
other way around. On every occasion when the farm question 
is mentioned there are those who say, "Oh, it is unconstitu
tional; it violates tllis clause and that clause of the Constitu
tion." They seek refinements in supertechnical objections and 
somehow or other spend an enormous amount of time and 
energy in discussing the difference between tweedle dee and 
tweedle dum. 

But Nero fiddled while Rome burned. Here is the Republic 
that needs relief, not only the farm section, but the entire coun
try which is dependent upon the farm. There are those here 
who would split hairs on ·certain features of the Constitution 
and let agriculture die with the dire result that would inevitably 
follow its death. What a calamity it would have been for the 
country if some of these constitutional lawyers bad sat on the 
Supreme Court of the United States in place of the mighty 
John Marshall. Do they not know that the Supreme Court has 
held time and again that the- Constitution is broad enough to 
perpetuate the Nation? Do they not know that America could 
never succeed without agriculture? In my judgment there is 
ample constitutional warrant for this legislation under the 
commerce clause, and no sound argument has been advanced fu 
negative this view. 

Years ago in England there was a flourishing agriculture, 
but it was deliberately suppressed. They wanted to industrialize 
the British Isles and agriculture was assassinated. The Par
liament and the people there accomplished their purpose, and 
to-day there is much pasture land but no agriculture. The 
result is that England is not self-supporting. She imports prac
tically her entire food supply; and what is the result? The 
result is that England must spend billions and billions of dol
lars to keep her navy large enough to safeguard the channels 
of communication for that food supply. 

1\lr. President, at the rate we are going in this country, in 
a few years agriculture will be a thing of the past, as it is 
to-day in England. Then we would be forced to import our 
food supply as does England. But there is this great difference. 
England imports her food from a friendly empire. The United 
States would be forced to import her entire food supply from 
an unfriendly world. Then we would be forced to pay billions 
and billions of dollars for the construction and maintenance 
of a naval force sufficiently large to see that the channels for 
our food supply were kept open, even if an unfriendly world 
were "illing to sell to us. So our national security is involved; 
our sovereignty, our very independence is involved. It would 
be the colossal crime of civilization to allow agriculture to die 
in the United States. 

The pending measure, in my judgment, will bring relief if 
enacted into law. It will not, of course, be perfect, but we will 
have inaugurated a great national farm policy which can be 
improved and amended as the years go by. I hope, therefore, 
that the bill may be enacted into law, to the ultimate end that 
agriculture in America may live and prosper. 

l\fr. MAYFIELD. 1\Ir. President, along with my distinguished 
colleague I have the honor of representing in this body the 
greatest agricultural State in the Union. Texas produces in 
commercial quantities all the products named in the McNary
Haugen bill as basic agricultural products-wheat, cotton, corn, 
rice, and hogs. The farmers of my State therefore will be 
more directly affected by all operations under the bill than the 
farmers of any other State. 

Not only are our farmers interested in this legislation, but 
our business men as well; for, while Texas industries are de
veloping rapidly, much of the commerce of the State is based 
upon agliculture; and anything that injuriously affects our 
agriculture necessarily reacts harmfully upon the business in
terests of the State. The farmers and business men of Texas 
have been studying this legislation, especially with reference 
to its effect upon the prices of cotton, wheat, and rice, which 
are three of our great staple crops. In the past the prices of 
these crops have fluctuated up and down, without rhyme or 
reason, bringing ruin and disaster to all classes of our people. 
The speculators and the manipulators have exerted more in
fluence in determining the price of these crops than the farm
ers who produced them. I know of no particular agricultural 
class in my State that is enjoying prosperity. Since September· 
last 75 banks in Texas have failed and many more are in a 
dangerous condition-due almost altogether to the low price 
of cotton, brought about by overproduction. 

We are cursed in the South to-day because last year we pro
duced 3,000,000 bales too much cotton. It seems, sir, that 
the only way our farmers can be prosperous is for the re
mainder of the country to live on the bread line. In other 
words, agriculture is cursed in plenty and blessed in semi
famine, and the farmers' only hope for an existence is not to 
make good crops but poor ones. Yerily, ·velily, the more our 
farmers make the less they have. If our farmers are cursed 
wben God gives them sunshine and rain, that enables them to 
produce bountifuJly, and are blessed iu droughts and semi
famine, why should the Government through the Department 
of Agricultm·e teach them to increase production, at an annual 
expense to the taxpayers of the United States o-f over 
$140,000,000? 

If the Government wills to leave the farmers to the tender 
mercies of what we call "the law of supply and demand." 
which does not cover the needs of the world for more than 
one year at a time, surely it ought not to encourage production, 
but should permit the farmers' ills to find a cure in the pitiless 
law of decay. In my judgment, Mr. President, the Govern
ment commits a wrong against the farmers by encouraging 
them to a greater production and then, when through favorable 
seasons they produce a sm·plus, it leaves them without the 
machinery by which at least a moderate surplus can be car
tied forward until it is consumed. 

The present distress in the South is so extreme that many 
people are beginning to believe that agriculture as now. con
stituted is in a measure doomed as a commercial factor in our 
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economic life unless some machinery can be made available of it being so large; but in the case of an ordinary sm11lu~ it is 
that will take care of the temporary surpluses, following years donbtfnl if the board would ever be compelled to a~ ·ert its 
of plenty, and which will bring about acreage reduction until power by assessing an equalization fee. 
supply is balanced with demand. Mr. President, I believe the time has come for the Go\ern-

.A.t this time the price of all our crops in the South is below ment to give some real, substantial aid to agriculture and to 
the cost of production, and many thousands of industrious and restore it to a remunerative basis. Our whole scheme of legis
hard-working farmers are losing their farms and sacrificing the lation takes cal'e of every industry and eve.ry da. of labor 
savings of a lifetime of hard work and self-denial. Unrold except the farmer; but in this case we are told, "There is 
thousands are holding on by denying their families the com- nothing that can be done." Relief, Mr. President, can be given 
forts and opportunities of life to which they are so richly en- to the farmers of the Nation, and the only reason it ha · not 
titled. In like manner our bankers and merchants and other been done is the indifference on the part of those who represent 
business men find themselves in serious difficulty because of the agricultural sections of the Nation in the .American Con
the reduced buying and debt-paying ability of their farmer gress. The Government has dealt generously with industry, 
customers. commerce, and labor, and has used its great powers to stabilize 

.And why? Simply because nature was kind to growing crops those industries. The bankers could not stabilize their bw·iness 
and brought forth a yield not greater than the world needs and the Go\ernment had to step in and help them with the 
but greater than the world can consume this year. If we had Federal reserve act. To-day we have the greatest financial 
the same production of cotton per acre last year as the 10-year system in the world and banking is made safe by reason of tbe 
average of 1917-1926~ the crop would have been 15,554,000 bales enactment of the Federal reserve act. The railroad!:! eould not 
and cotton would have brought at least 16 cents a pound. If stabilize their business, and the Government came forward and 
we had raised the same lint cotton per acre last year as in did it for them with a long series of legislative acts. To-day 
1921, we would have raised only 13,000,000 bales, and cotton the railroads are enjoying the greatest pro perity in their hi.
would have been worth around 23 cents a pound. tory by reason of the Esch-Cummins .Act of 1920. Labor could 

While we have frequently produced more cotton in one year not stabilize itself, and the Government rendered the necessary 
than the world can consume in one year, yet we have never assistance by enacting the .Adamson law ancl the laws re:;;;tri<:t
produced, over a period of years, mor~ than the world needs. ing immigration, and by reason of these laws labor is prosper
The "carry over" from year to year is not a true surplus; it ous, as it should be. So, :Mr. President, why should not the 
is merely the temporarily unneeded part of the crop which will Government now come to the aid of the farmers and a sist them 
be needed to supply a deficiency in the years of small pro- in stabilizing agriculture, which is the greatest and mo~t im-
duction. portant of all our industries? 

It is appal'ent that the one thing needed is to find a way to The farmers, 1\Ir. President, are not asking or receiY"ing in 
take temporary surpluses off the market and carry them until the :McNary-Haugen bill as much as the Government has freely 
needed. That is the aim of the McNary-Haugen bill, so far as given to other industlies. This bill is not a subsidy be~.:au, e the 
cotton is concerned. Under this bill the Federal farm board cost of stabilizing farm crops is to be paid by those crops with
will make provision for removing from the market the tempo- out recourse to the Treasury. It does not put the Go\ernment 
rarily unneeded surplus of cotton and carry it until the world in business because all operations under this bill will be carried 
needs it. The cost will be assessed ratably against all cotton on by farmers and their own organizations. 
produced that year. It does not fix prices. It makes pos ible the segregation and 

We have tried to handle occasional surpluses of cotton by disposal of surpluses, leaving supply and demand evenly bal
unorganized mass effort, but we ha\e failed. We tried last anced, which will insure fair prices in line with co t of pro
fall to organize finance corporations throughout the South to duction and general business conditions. It <loes not destroy 
loan money to those who would hold 4,000,000 bales off the private busine s. It merely removes the surplus, leaving the 
market, but the plan did not work, because the whole cost regular supply to be dealt with by regular agencies of trade 
and risk of stabilizing the market would have been borne rela- in the regular way. It does not compel farmers to join coop
tively by the few holders, while the benefits would have been eratives or sell their crops to a Go\ernment board. Under its 
enjoyed by all. The cotton cooperatives have tried to stabilize operations, farmers who are members of cooperatives will con
prices, but they have not been big and strong enough to do the tinue to sell through them; while farmers who are not members 
job, and they are not supporting this legislation. of cooperatives will continue to sell when they please, where 

What is true of cotton is also true of wheat and rice, with they please, and to whom they please. It would bring about 
the added difference that the world price of these two crops orderly marketing with the result that peak prices would not be 
makes the home price. If Canada, .Argentina, or Russia makes so _ high nor depressed prices so low. It would produce, \Ve 
a big crop of wheat, the price in the United States drops below believe, a moderate level of prices that would cover co. t of pro
the cost of production and our farmers are driven into bank- duction and give to the farmers of the country a reasonable 
ruptcy through no fault of their own. This means that the profit on their labor and investment. 
living standard of .American wheat farmers is in competition The VICE PRESIDENT. The time of the Senator from 
with the lowel' living standards and lower labor and other Texas has expired. 
production costs of foreign farmers. 1\fr. 1\IAYFIELD. Mr. President, I ask unanlmous con ent to 

The aim of the McNary-Haugen bill is to maintain a price complete my argument, which will take about five minutes. I 
for .American wheat and rice in keeping with .American stand- have been ill and confined to my room for three or four days 
ards of living, by segregating the surplus, and by preventing a past. 
small surplus from depressing the price of the whole crop be- The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection? Without ob-
low the cost of production-again djstributing the cost ratably jection, the Senator will proceed for five minute . 
to all the crop. Mr. MAYFIELD. 1\fr. President, it will not impose any nn-

We believe the McNary-Haugen bill as now written, if en- just burden on consumers, but will give the farmer a larger 
Rcted into law, will restore to agriculture a measure of equality share of the consumer's dollar. The opposition to this legisla
of opportunity. If it will give to the farmer a purchasing tion comes mainly from New England and the big indus trial 
po\ver, which they do not now enjoy, by not permitting their cities of the North and East, and from the speculators in farm 
surpluses to destroy them, certainly they will be more than will- prooucts. The line is clearly drawn between these industrial 
ing to pay the small cost that may be incurred in the attempt sections and speculative interests and the agricultural sections 
to aid them. If the McNary-Haugen bill had been the law and the producing cla ses of the country. 
last September, the board undoubtedly would have retired a - How much cheaper-are we buying shirts, overalls, and cotton 
sufficient volume of surplus cotton to have removed the pres- dresses to-day at retail clothing stores than we bought them a 
sure upon the market, and cotton would probably not have sold year ago when the farmer was receiving twice as much for his 
below 16 cents per pound, and the farmers and business men cotton as be received last fall, or two years ago when we 
of the South would not be in the terrible financial distress in received three times as much? 
which they find themselves. The psychological features of the A study of the differences between the retail price of cloth 
McNary-Haugen bill will constitute a large per cent of its effec- and the price of cotton was made by the Bureau of Agricultural 
tiY"eness. Under this measm·e the board can remove the sur- Economics of the Department of .Agriculture in November, 1923. 
pluses from the market, which will cause the purchasers of It contains much enlightening information, and I regret that it 
farm products to realize that they can no longer steal them has never been published. .Among its \aluable charts are four 
from the farmers, and this hct alone will have a tendency to showing graphically the division of the consumer's dollar Rpen t 
cause the purchasers to pay more for farm products rather for sheeting, gingham, calico, and percale. Of the consumer':-; 
than have the surplus taken control of by the agency of the dollar spent for gingham in 1922 (when, by tbe way, the price 
Government. In the present emergency of cotton the board un- per pound for cotton ranged nearly double the present price), 
doubtedly would be compelleg to remove the surplus on account the cotton grower's portion was 19.8 cents. Retailer;~ and job-
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bers took 36.5 cents~ or nearly double ~s much as the cotton I ment such as I hav~ offer~, and su<:h .as a~ designed to make 
farmer received, while manufacturers, cotton dealers, and the the measure a genmne agriCultural relief bill. 
railroads got the rest. I regret the absence from the Chamber of the junior Senator 

The cotton growers' portion of the consumer's dollar spent I from California [Mr. SHORTRIDGE] at the moment of offering 
for gingham was 15.1 cents-less than one-sixth. Manufac- my amendment, because, having confided to him my purpose to 
turers, dealers, and so forth, took 53.4 cents. Jobbers and re- ask for this change in the phraseology of this numerouJ?lY 
tailers took 28.1 cents-again twice what the cotton far~er re- ] parented meaEmre, the junior Senator from California as~ed me 
ceived. The growers' portion of the dollar spent for calico was if I would accept an amendment to my amendment adding the 
20.4 cents ; or percale, 20.1 cents. words "artichokes, onions, and beans." 

In tl1e case of gingham, where the cotton grower received Mr. President, artichokes and beans I should gladly accept as • 
only 15 cents out of the consumers dollar, an increase to the an amendment, the latter particularly because of the section 
farmer of 50 per cent in price, which would bring it up some- of the country from which I take my origin. 
where near the cost of production, would mean only an in- l\Ir. CARAWAY. Mr. President, will the Senator yield to me? 
crease of 7lf.l per cent in the price of the goods to the consumer. Mr. MOSES. I can not, because of the lack of time. Onions, 
With other cotton goods, it would mean 10 per cent or less. however, I believe should stand upon their own strength ; but I 

The same wide disparity exists between the farm price Qf should have been glad to accept the suggestion of the junior 
wheat, rice, tobacco, and other farm products and the price the Senator from California, because accepting it would be exactly 
consumer pays. On page 764 of the Department of Agriculture in line with the manner in which this bill has been framed and 
Yearbook for 1925, Table 28 sets forth the estimated price per brought to us for voting. 
bushel of wheat received by producers in the United States each Any commodity which promi<;es any number of votes, how
month. On page 775, Table 41, there is reported the monthly ever scanty, in support of the measure can get itself inserted 
average retail price of bread per pound in the city of New into the bill I am speaking, l\Ir. President, for tho ·e farmers 
York. who live north of the Ohio and east of the Missis ippi River. 

On August 15, 1923, the average farm price for wheat in the who are not inconsiderable in number, whose hard hips are 
United States was 86.4 cents per bushel-the lowest price paid quite as great as those which have been pictured to us as ari ·
in 1922, 1923, 1924, or 1925. On that same day the average price ing in other sections of the country, and who are quite as much 
of bTead at retail in New York City was 9.6 cents per pound. entitled to relief such as this bill purposes to bring. 
Eighteen months later wheat sold on February 15, 1925, at an I have listened with some interest and more amazement to 
average farm price to the producer of $1.698--practically $1.70 the type of argument which has been advanced here in behalf 
per bushel. This was almost double the price of wheat on of the measure. I have been particularly struck within the 
August 15, 1925-86.4 cents. Yet, on the same day, February last few minutes by the eloquence of the junior Senator from 
15, 1925, the price of bread at retail in New York City averaged Indiana [Mr. ROBINSON], who, making a speech of his QW'Il, 
9.6 cents per PQund, or exactly the same as before. inquired substantially in the language of the late Congressman 

During 1922 the New York bread price averaged 9.5 cents Tim Campbell of New York, "What's the Constitution bechune 
per pound; in 1923, 9.6 cents; in 1924, 9.5 cents; and in 1925, friends?" I have been struck still more by the remarks which 
9.6 cents. Bear in mind during those years wheat had a range were offered here this morning by the junior Senator from 
of practically 100 per cent in· price, but the only way the con- North Dakota [Mr. NYE]; and I could not h e1p instituting 
sumer in New York knew of it was to read of it in the papers. some comparisons, which I trust are not odious, and which I 

The eloquent and comprehensive summary of the agricultural hope will not infringe the rule of the Senate which prevents a 
outlook from a book entitled, " Rural Life at the Crossroads," by Senator from making any remarks invidious to a State of the 
Dr. Macy Campbell, is worthy Qf our best thought and study. Union or to a SenatQr. 
Doctor Campbell says: I listened to the statistics, appalling in their purpose but 

E>ery thinking person knows that an intelligent, productive people 
on the land is very much to be desired in Amelica; that a prosperous 
people on the land strengthens the entire fabric of national life ; that 
prosperity on the land transmits prosperity to all the people; and that 
unless the farm people of America remain intelligent, productive, and 
prosperous the Nation can not permanently prosper. Ultimately we all 
go up with the farmer or we all go down with him. 

America was extremely fortunate that in the beginning her virgin 
farm lands were settled by an unusually competent people. In the 
early years of our ·history these farm people gave an excellent account 
of themselves. Now, a change is comi.ng on. A reversal of conditions 
is under way. So marked is this reversal that the thoughtful are be
ginning to ask : " Is there to be a farm peasantry in America? Are 
American farmers to go the way that the farmers of the Old World 
have gone?" 

With rural life bled white by increasing landlordism, increasing farm 
mortgages, excess taxes on farm property, and the depreciated buying 
power of the farm, what will the outcome be? With the industry most 
vital to the support of our population decaying, how are our cities to 
fare in the future? This outlook is not a pleasant one. It now chal· 
lenges· every thoughtful American. 

Let us hope, Mr. President, that the farm-relief legislation 
which this session of the CQngress is going to enact will be an 
answer to this challenge. · 

Mr. MOSES. Mr. President, inasmuch as I shall not be able 
to be present to-morrow to vote in person against the pending 
mea ure, and wishing to express my opinion about it, I offer 
the amendment which I send to the desk and which I ask may 
be read. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The cll?'..rk will read as requested. 
The CHIEF CLERK. On page 7, line 25, after the word 

"rice," it is propQsed to insert the words "hay, apples, pota
toes, all dairy products " ; on page 8, line 9, after the word 
"rice," to insert the words "bay, apples, PQtatoe , all dairy 
products " ; -and on page 8, line 11, after the word "rice," to 
in ert the words " hay, apples, PQtatoes, all dairy products." 

Mr. MOSES. Mr. President, I ba~ no illusions with refer
ence to the McNary-Haugen-Dawes-Lowden-Watson-Stamp agri
cultural relief bill. I know perfectly well that the logrolling 
combination which has been effected in this Chamber to force 
tbe passage of the measure can not be impeded by· any amend-

LXVIII--~16 

ineffective, as it seems to me, presented by the Senator from 
North Dakota; and I was prompted to go to some works of 
reference which may be found in the lobby, and from one of 
which-the Statesman's Year-Book-I learned this: 

That the State of New Hampshire has in round numbers 
443,000 inhabitants; that the State of North Dakota bas in 
round numbers 646,000 inhabitants. 

That the taxable inventory of the State of New Hampshire 
is $495,000,000; that the taxable inventory of the State of 
North Dakota is $1,332,000,000. 

That according to the report of the Commissioner of Internal 
Revenue the State of New Hampshire, with its 443,000 inhabi
tants, pays in round numbers $3,000,000 in income taxes, while 
the State of North Dakota, with its 646,000 people, pays only 
$778,0ro-New Hampshire paying $7 per capita, as against a 
little more than $2 per capita for the State of North Dakota. 

The farmers in New Hampshire, according to the statistical 
abstract of the census, number 27,000. The farmers in North 
Dakota number 74,000. Yet, 1\Ir. President, this mea ure, de
signed for the benefit of a few people in a narrow section of the 
country, intends to take from the $7 per capita paid by the 
farmers of New Hampshire a sum of money which can not now 
be measured, admittedly $250,000,000 in the aggregate for the 
first year, to give it to the farmers of North Dakota, who pay 
only $2 per capita in Federal taxes. 

Mr. President, it is against that feature of the measure that 
I particularly cry out. I do not dwell upon the economic aspects 
of the prQblem, which have been so ably presented by the 
Senator from Ohio [Mr. FEssJ; but, no matter how ingenious 
the form of words in which a measure like this is framed, no 
matter how complicated the machinery which it attempts to set 
up, its purpQse js to take money out of the Federal Treasury to 
give it to a favored class of people. 

In the course of the discussion which took place when this 
bill was here in the last se ;sion of this Congress, 1\lr. President, 
we had a great variety of measures offered, all of them, how
ever, in their essence going to what I have just said to be the 
purpose of this bill; namely, to tuke the money of some tax
payers and give it to some other taxpayers. Out of the whole 
welter of legislation presented here at that time there waR but 
one measure which bore the marks of intellectual hone ty. 
That was the measure presented by the Senator from South 

I 
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Dakota [Mr. NoRBECK], who proposed in plain terms that when- success-promising monopoly it puts to shame the genius of Mr. 
ever anyone should export a bushel of wheat he should receive Rockefeller in his prime, provided the Government will furnish 
42 cents in cash out of the Federal Treasury ; whenever he the necessary funds. 
exported a bushel of corn he should receive 15 cents in cash out The McNary bill will raise prices at once. The mere pendency 
of the Federal Treasury. of this measure has already started the price of wheat on 

I took occasion then to congratulate our associate from South an upward course. The price of wheat and corn and rice and 
Dakota upon his intellectual integrity; but I pointed out to him cotton can be raised in 1927 and 1928; then what? The low
that if that measure ever became a law we in New England cost producer, who will be making good money, will extend his 
would go to raising wheat and would go to raising corn, which operations, and by 1930 you will have a surplus that can be 

• we would export from the port of Boston, where the freight removed in but one way. The low-cost producer must cut his 
rates are negligible, and have the two Dakotas skinned four acreage, or the high-cost producer, the man whose farm will 
city blocks, and get ali the money in the Federal Treasury for not produce more than 8 or 10 bushels of wheat to the acre, 
ourselves. · must go out of business. Then our farmer from the less fertile 

Mr. FRAZIER. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? States will wonder who and what hit him. When you smother 
Mr. MOSES. I can not, under the limitation of time. the man who is making three blades of wheat grow where but 
The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator declines to yield. one grew before, when you cripple the man who is increasing 
Mr. MOSES. Mr. President, no matter how plausibly this by scientific methods the purchasing power of the farmer's day's 

measure may be argued-whether the argument be brought work, you are back of a proposal that flies in the face of every 
by a distinguished economist from across the sea and read sound economic principle and every other principle that has 
here to us without sufficient explanation or whether it be brought us thus far on the road to plenty. 
brought to us from some of the numerous and highly paid econo- It is claimed that this bill is not class legislation; another 
mists ,vho throng the Halls of Congress advocating this bill- glaring "terminological inexactitude" indulged in by its 
no matter in what form the argument comes to us, it can not be sponsors. It directly and severely penalizes the dairy class, the 
stripped of the measure of its essential defects, namely, that it is poultry class, the fruit and vegetable classes, the cattle and 
sectional in character; that it applies to but few commodities; sheep classes, and many other classes of agriculturists. The 
that it is being advanced here by logl'olling methods unworthy of very fact that the bill provides that the producers of other 
the Senate of the United States; that it can not be applied in products may be heard and a report made to Congress is a 
any effective manner; and that, if we enact it, we shall find plain confession that it is class legislation. 
that we have handed the farmers of this country a lemon. The proponents of the bill insist that the equalization fee 

Mr. McLEAl~. Mr. President, I can agree with the gentle- will pay the interest on the loan. This might be true for a 
man who insist that the farm is fundamental to our prosperity. year or two if it could be collected, but above and beyond the 
Indeed, the farm is the kingpin of the coach in which we are all fact that Congress has no constitutional right to impose it, the 
traveling. Lose it and the procession stops. But farms are practical difficulties in the way of its collection will be insur
composed of land, and land is not easily lost. Consequently we mountable, in my opinion, and if persisted in will c:mse distur
may confidently expect that the farmer will be with us in full bances little short of civil war in the localities where it is 
force as long as he and the rest of us must eat to live, and the tried. I can see no other result. 
rest of us will go hungry first. There is no provision in this bill that attempts to take care 

The greatest danger that overhangs the western farmer to-day of an imported surplus. If you raise the price of one of these 
is his ballot. This may be equally h·ue of all of us, but it is products to a point that will show a profit to the high-cost 
the western farmer who is threatening to cross the deadline producer, importations will be profitable. Then you will have 
just now. In the early seventies and nineties the ballot of the to raise the tariff on this product much higher than it is now 
southern and western farmer would have brought disaster to to keep out importations. This will be true of corn, and as 
him and his country had it been in the majority. He realizes for cotton, which carries no tariff to-day, if you put the price 
to-day that he was wrong then. He was just as certain that he where the high-cost producer can make a sure profit you will 
was right then as he is certain that he is right now, and he is greatly stimlJlate the production of oriental cotton, and the 
just as wrong now as he was ~en, in my opinion. Very briefly, tariff-for-revenue-only gentlemen on the other side of this 
I want to put into the RECORD my reasons for holding this Chamber will :find themselves without an issue. 
opinion. . Mr. President, it is true that the farmers are not getting 

This bill is a price raising bill. If it were not nobody would their share of the national income, and this is just as true of 
want it. The manager of the bill tells us that all he wants and the milk and poultry and hay and fruit and vegetable producers 
all the bill proposes is to change a buyer's market to a seller's as it is of the wheat and corn growers. The farmers in my own 
market. He tells us that the supply of wheat to-day exceeds the county in Connecticut are as much in need of higher prices for 
demand. He simply wants to change this condition into one in their products as are the wheat and hog growers of the West. 
which the demand for wheat will exceed the supply. He tells In the 50's and 60's the farmers of New England had to quit 
us that all this bill does is to remove the surplus. Having done 1·aising grains and meats for market because of western com
that, outside economic pressure, the natural law of supply and petition. Mr. Gladstone, in his memorable address prepared 
demand, will raise the price of wheat, leaving his bill blameless for the especial comfort of the farmers of England, pointed to 
in the premises. the distressed condition of the eastern farmers in the United 

Mr. President, by the same logic a man could drown his States as quite as serious as that which existed in England, 
mother-in-law, if he were so inclined, without legal or moral and he made it clear that it was due to the competition of 
responsibility. He would hold the dear woman's head under the great and fertile States of the West. But the eastern 
water for a couple of minutes, and the outside economic pres- farmer, the New England farmer, with his -stony hillside farm, 
sure, composed of a shortage of oxygen on the one hand and knew that unless he could save himself he could not be saved, 
an excess of hydrogen on the other, would alone be responsible and to his everlasting credit he is of that same opinion to-day. 
for the lady's removal. And be can not understand why the men who possess the 

The claim that this is ILOt a price-raising bill is absurd. It is, great, fertile, stoneless, easily-cultivated acres of the West can 
ln fact, its only purpose. not live without help from the public funds. 

The chairman of the committee tells us that the farmers of 1\iore than thirty billions of water dollars were pumped into 
the country have :finally reached the conclusion that debits are the value of American farms during the war, but very little of 
not credits and mortgages are not markets, a view that 1 have this inflation will be found in the East. The average price of 
held since I was old enough to spend money. We are now told farm land in New England that had no value for other purposPs 
that Congress, having killed the farmer with kindness at the rose but little during the war. The man who speculated in 
behest of his p olitical advisers, must now resuscitate him with farms and farm products in the West from 1914 to 1920 is now 
funds from the public purse. The farmer must have a profit- suffering the consequences. He produced a situation where a 
able market, and this market must be bought and paid for with fair return upon the capital expenditure, if the farm was pur
loans from the Federal Treasury. The farmers do not want chased or mortgaged for el..rpa.nsion purposes during the war, is 
any mort" loans in small amounts at 6 per cent. They want to very difficult. and the question arises, Is the Government war
take $250,000,000 out of the Federal Treasury to prime the ranted in using public funds for the purpose of enabling the 
pump, and they do not want to pay more than 4 per cent inter- owners of these farms to make money on their overcapitalized 
est. So we have not only a price raising bill, but a bill which industry? . 
proposes to use public funds for the purpose of establishing a When we put the hea<f of the camel of paternalism into the 
monopoly in foodstuffs that has not been equaled since Thales tent of private enterprise, not for the purpose of limiting profits 
of Miletus cornered olive oil. I but for the pm-pose of destroying competition in the production 

We are told that certain well-known economists pronounce it of certain dasses of agricultural products, when we ask the 
a sound program. This is true in so far as the price-raising Government to :finance a scheme that is nothing short of a gi
promises are concerned. Nothing could be sounder. As a gantic combination in restraint of trade in foodstuffs, wllat be· 
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comes of the clamor against monopolies that compelled the en
actment of the Sherman Act? We have already taken the 
farmers out from under the ban of this act and given them the 
right to conspire and combine to push the price of their prod
ucts as high as the trade would bear. Does this drive for the 
enactment of this law on the part of our progressive friends 
mean that monopoly is · obnoxious only when indulged in by the 
stranger within their gates? A few weeks ago the same men 
who are now standing shoulder to shoulder in defense of this 
plan to corner the wheat market were denouncing the bakers 
of Washington because of an alleged combination to peg the 
price of bread. I have heard the oil refiners and the packers 
and the sugar refiners and the steel men and the bakers and 
the candlestick makers denounced as the destroyers of the 
Republic by the very men who are now declaling that a _com
bination to restrain trade in foods is a highly commendable 
proceeding, so commendable that the Government should pro
Yide funds for carrying it i:pto effect. If this plan should work 
and supplies should be cut below demand and prices should rise 
accordingly, as they always do when a shortage of food is 
threatened, do my progressive friends think that the 70 per 
cent who do not produce foods would submit to such a pro
ceeding! 

Mr. President, we know what has happened to us up to date 
because of our loyalty to the Anglo-Saxon gospel of a fair field 
and no favor. Everything we have to-day that we did not have 
500 years ago is due to our faith in the self-reliant man and 
the law that has preserved his economic liberty. I do not 
believ-e the western farmer is so moribund and anemic that he 
can not support himself. If he is, the Public Treasury will not 
save him. If there are sections where farmers, by reason of a 
series of dry seasons or other untoward visitations of nature,. 
are in want, they and their families should be fed and cared 
for by the Federal Treasury if their sovereign States can not 
do it; but as long as the farmers' troubles are confined to a 
surplus of things to eat, it is a comfort to know that he will 
have three square meals a day whatever may happen to the 
rest of us. 

The farmer's real problem lies in his getting a larger share 
of the spread between the wholesale and retail prices of his 
product. Any legitimate assistance that the Government can 
render in this regard should be forthcoming. This will require 
organization and cooperation and some money. If this money 
is to conie from the Public Treasury for one class, it should 
come for all classes, which means the masses, and it must be 
expended under strict governmental regulation. From seed 
time to harvest, from harvest to housewife, Government offi
cials must keep watch and ward. Russia is trying this ex
periment to-day. I hope I shall not live to see it tried in the 
United States. It was 'l'homas Jefferson who said: 

When the Government tells the farmer when to sow and when to reap 
the people will go without bread. 

I shall be interested to observe the effect that a surplus of 
cottar: will have upon the votes of the gentlemen who now 
claim to be the sole proprietors and preservers of the ark of 
the Jeffersonian covenant. 

Mr. SCHALL obtained the :floor. 
Mr. MOSES. MT. President, will the Senator from Minne

sota yield to me for the purpose of presenting a unanimous
consent agreement? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. SHEPPARD in the chair). 
Does the Senator from Minnesota yield to the Senator from 
New Hampshire? 

Mr. SCHALL. I yield. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. This will not be taken out of 

the time of the Senator from Minnesota. 
POSTAL RATES 

Mr. MOSES. I send the proposed agreement to the desk. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk will read the pro

posal. 
The Chief Clerk read as follows: 
It is agreed by unanimous consent that on Monday, February 14, 

1927, the Senate shall take a recess not later than 5 o'clock p. m., 
until 8 o'clock p. m., and that at the evening session, which shall not 
continue later than 11 o'clock p. m .• the Senate shall proceed to the 
consideration of Calendar No. 1291, H. R. 13446, an act to restore 
the rate of postage of 1 cent each to private mailing or post cards. 

It is further agreed that if the consideration of the :foregoing bill 
is completed prior to 11 o'Clock the calendar shall be taken up under 
Rule VIII. 

Mr. MOSES. Mr. President, the objection to the taking up 
of the postal rate bill for consideration has been voiced prin
cipally by the junior SenatOl' from Utah [Mr. KING]. Upon 
consultation with that Senator to-day, he has acceded to the 

unanimous-consent agreement which, I have offered, and I 
understand that the Senator from Kansas [Mr. CURTIS] has 
also had conversation with other Senators in regard to the 
matter. 

1\Ir. CURTIS. I spoke to the senior Senator from Arkansas 
[Mr. RoBINSON] about it, and it is perfe<:tly agreeable to hhn. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection? 
Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, I had hoped that the reorgani

zation bill could be taken up Monday night, but I have the 
assurance of many Senators that we can make it the unfinished 
business as soon as the banking bill shall be out of the way. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Mr. President, would that postpone fur
ther the war claims bill? 

Mr. SMOOT. Yes. 
l\ir. MOSES. If we can not get evening sessions, either for 

the consideration of matters regularly on the calendar or befOI·e 
the Senate or for the con i<leration of urgent legislation, which 
I consider the postal rate bill to be, we shall find ourselves in 
hopeless confusion at the end of the- session and much impor
tant legislation will remain unacted upon. 

l\Ir. CURTIS. Mr. President. it is the intention to ask for 
evening sessions several times next week and the week follow
ing] so that we may get rid of the business on the caiendar. 
Some Senators ha-ve refu ed to make any engagements for next 
week, so that they may be here to help carry on the business 
of the Senate and get rid of the bills on the calendar. 

Mr. MOSES. That being the case, I think we ought to have 
the first evening session on Monday for the purpose of disposing 
of this measure, because, if I may add further, in line with 
what I said at the time when the bill was reported from the 
Committee on Post Offices and Post Roads-and in this I am 
sure the ranking minority member of the committee~ the senior 
Senator from Tennessee [Mr. McKELLAR], will wholly agree 
with me-this bill must be dealt with very largely in confer
ence, and it will require a good deal of time and much patience 
and a good deal of study to work out some of tb,e features of 
the bill in a manner satisfactory to everyone. Therefore the 
quicker we can get it into conference the quicker we can get the 
legislation. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President--
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senat01· from Utah has 

the floor. 
Mr. McKELLAR. If he will yield. to me a moment, I agree 

entirely with what the Senator from .New Hampshire has said 
about the necessity of getting this bill to conference at the 
earliest possible moment I believe it will take but a very 
short time on Monday night. I do not think it will be yery 
much in the way of anybody. So far- as I know, there is only 
one Senator who has exl}ress.ed himself as being actively 
op{>OSed to the bill, the junior Senator from Utah [Mr. KING], 
and I think he has stated that he will not take long in dis-
cussing it. . 

Mr. MOSES. He has agreed to this proposaL 
Mr. McKELLAR. He has agreed to this arrangement, and 

I hope the· senior Senator :from Utah will let us proceed with it 
on Monday night. 

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, I will ask that the clerk 1·ead 
the- unanimous-consent agreement again. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk will read as re
quested. 

The Chief Clerk again read the proposed agreement. 
Mr. SMOOT. If we proceed with the calendar undE:>r Rule 

VIII, perhaps the first bill to be taken up will be the Capper 
bill, so called, the truth in fabrics bill. That bill can not be 
passed during the evening. Why not change the unanimous
consent agreement, so that ~t will not al}ply to the calendar 
uuder Rule VIII? 

Mr. MOSES. Would it be agreeable to have it apply to un
objected bills on the calendar? 

Mr. McKELLAR. That would be entirely satisfactory. 
Mr. MOSES. That would be entirely satisfactory to me. 

Senators will remember that we disposed of a great many unob
jected bills the other night. 

Mr. SMOOT. We nearly completed the calendar, I may say. 
Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. All unobjected bills on the 

calendar had their chance at former night session of the Senate. 
Frankly, the purpose of having an evening session on Monday 
is to secure the consideration of bills that were objected to, to 
give them their opportunity for consideration. That is the only 
way it can be done under the state of the business of the Senate. 

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Utah 

yield to the Senator from Kansas? 
Mr. SMOOT. r yield. 
Mr. CURTIS. - With reference to the bill mentioned by the 

Senator from Utah, my colleague [Mr. CAPPER], who is in 

/ 
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charge of it, stated the other evening that it would be impos
sible to get through with it at an evening session, and he did not 
ask for its consideration. 

Mr. SMOOT. He did not ask for the consideration of it at 
that time. 

1\fr. CURTIS. He probably would not ask for the considera
tion of the measure at the next evening session, if it could not 
be completed. 

1\lr. SMOOT. It was nearly 11 o'clock when we reached that 
bill on the calendar at the last eveni,ng session. 

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President--
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Utah 

yield to the Senator from South Carolina? 
1\.-Ir. SMOOT. I yield. 
1\fr. Sl\llTH. I suggest that we take the balance of the 

time, if any should be left, for the consiU.eration of unobjected 
bills on the calendar, for the reason that I presume the bill 
which we might specify would take up practically all the time 
in the evening and no other bill of any importance--one which 
would arouse much discu sion-would have any chance of 
pas. age. But there are several bills on the calendar which, I 
am sure, could be passed without objection. That is the reason 
why I think that Monday evening, being set aside specifically 
for the purpose for which the Senator from New Hampshire 
asked, it would leave such a short time afterwards that a few 
unobjected bills on the calendar might be disposed of. 

1\lr. SMOOT. I think it is a waste of time to take up the 
calendar now and go through the whole calendar to consider 
only uilobjected bills, because every bill upon the calendar now, 
with the exception of, perhaps, two at the end of the calendar, 
has already been objected to in the Senate. It seems to me 
that it wo.uld be a waste of time to go all through the calendar 
and have the same bills called and objected to again. 

Mr. MOSES. I have no objection to changing the form of 
the unanimous-consent agreement so as to make it read "for 
the consideratton of unobjected bills on the calendar." 

J\llr. Sl\!OOT. I would like to have it changed so that we 
could take up the reorganization bill--

1\fr. MOSES. I have no objection to that. 
l\1r. SMOOT. And discuss that bill during whatever time 

may remain after disposing of the postal rate bill. 
Mr. MOSES. The main thing I am after is to get the postal 

rate bill under consideration with some degree of continuity, 
so that, if possible, we may send it to conference. 

Mr. SMOOT. I have no objection to that at all. 
Mr. MOSES. Beyond that feature of the agreement which I 

have presented, it is a rna tter of complete indifference to me 
what else is provided for at the evening session. If a Senator 
wants to put in the Boulder Dam bill, I shall not object. 

Mr. S~100T. I would like to have the request modified so 
as to provide that if there is any time left after the final dis
position of the postal rate bil1, the reorganization bill shall then 
be considered until 11 o'clock or during the balance of the 
evening session. 

l\l.r. JOHNSON. 1\fr. President, I have no objection to that 
course, but I do not want to have it made the unfinished 
business. 

1\fr. l\IOSES. Under the proposed unanimous-consent agree
ment it can not be made the unfinished business. 

Mr. JOHNSON. All I want to provide against is that it shall 
not be made the unfinished business. 

1\Ir. MOSES. It can not be, because if the measure is not 
disposed of by 11 o'clock it goes back to the calendar and we 
have to begin de novo. 

Mr . .JOHNSON. If we have to begin de novo, that is satis
factory to me. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection to the unani
mous-consent agreement as modified? The Chair hears none, 
and it is so ordered. 

The unanimous-consent agreement as modified is as follows: 
It is agreed by unanimous consent that on Monday, February 14, 

Hl27, the Senate shall take a recess not later than 5 o'clock p. m. 
until 8 o'clock p. m., and that at the evening session, which shall not 
continue later than 11 o'clock p. m., the Senate shall proceed to the 
consiaeration of Calendar No. 1291, H. R. 13446, an act to restore 
the rate of postage of 1 cent each to private mailing or post cards. 

It is further agreed that if the consideration of the foregoing bill 
is completed prior to 11 o'clock, the Senate shall proceed to the con
sideration of the bill (H. R. 10729) to create a bureau of customs and 
a bureau of prohibition in the Department of the Treasury (Calendar 
Ko. 1235). 

FARM RELIEF 

The Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, resumed the con
sideration of the bill (S. 4808) to establish a Federal farm 

board to aid in the orderly marketing and the control and dis
position of the surplus of agricultural commodities. 

Mr. SCHALL. l\fr. President, I desire to use the services of 
the clerk to have read at the desk a few observations on the 
pending measure. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection to the re
quest of the Senator from Minnesota that his speech be 1·ead 
at the desk? The Chair hears none, and leave is granted. 

The Chief Clerk read as follows: 
1\fr. SCHALL. Mr. President, even the man in the streets of 

the large cities of this country knows by now of the ruinous 
depression that the farmers of this Kation have been struggling 
so valiantly to overcome. Most everyone knows that even after 
six years of this merciless grinding between relatively low farm 
.prices and relatively high farm wages and consequent bigh 
costs of production of farm products that farmers are still at a 
great disadvantage in profits in comparison with those engaged 
in other industries. 

During this period as many as 3:ooo banks located in the 
towns and cities in farming sections have failed and have been 
compelled to close their doors and go out of business because 
of this perilous condition, to say nothing of the thousands and 
thousands of farms that have been abandoned. Lack of farm 
prosperity has retarded the prosperity of the country towns and 
cities affected by the low purchasing power of the farmers. 
This sad condition still exists in some sections of the country 
in acute form. 

I am a Republican and believe in a reasonable or adequate 
tariff protection for labor ·and for those engaged in manufac
ture. I would not reduce the tariff on manufactured products 
to the point where it would fatally injure the economic struc
ture which is to-day giving such wonderful prosperity to the 
people of the industrial and financial centers of our country. 
The vast f-arming sections should enjoy prosperity comparable 
to that now existing in the industrial and the financial sec
tions of the United States, and it can not do this unless some 
scheme can be put into effect which will give the farmers the 
benefit of the protective tariff that other industries now enjoy. 
It seems to me the 1\fcNary-Haugen plan will most nearly attain 
this end. 

The emergency tariff act of 1921 and the tariff act of 1922 
both recognized the need and importance to the farmers of this 
country of protecting by tariff duties our farm products from 
the ruinous and ever-increasing importations from competing 
foreign countries. The act of 1022 may be called the first re~u
lar agricultural tariff act of this country, because of the in
creased importance given in that act to the duties on agricul
tural products. 

Domestic farm products that were threatened by importation 
of similar foreign farm products were given the protection then 
considered necessary to equalize the costs of production of the 
like or similar articles produced in the United States and in 
the principal ~mpeting foreign country. And under this act 
literally hundreds of domestic farm products are protected 
in this great home market of ours. · 

A number of very important farm products, however, are 
grown in this country in such abundance that we are forced by 
our pre ent home consumption to market our surplus of these 
products in foreign countries. Where a surplus of a product 
is thus produced and must be sold in foreign markets on a 
world-price basis, a tariff levied on imports, where there are 
none, does not giye any benefit to domestic producers in the 
home market. 

This in a large measure is the condition in which the domestic 
producers of corn, cotton, hogs, wheat, rice, and tobacco find 
themselves. They must sell their products on a world market 
and are therefore not able to reap the benefit of the domestic 
protective-tariff policy. The purpose of the present farm relief 
bill is to take care of this surplus in such a way as to give 
to the domestic growers of these six products, and others which 
may in the future be found to be in the same condition, the 
same benefits, or as near the same benefits as possible, as those 
that accrue to other growers of the other domestic 1n·ouucts 
of which we do not produce a sUI·plus and which do enjoy the 
benefits of the protective tariff in the United States market. 

The venture is new in the tariff history of the world. It 
marks an epoch in our agricultural-tariff development. 

The plan involved in the bill may not be perfect. It may 
fall short of the full accomplishment of the purpose intended. 
It offers a prospective solution of one of this Nation's most try
ing present problems. It ~·eems to me to be the most acceptable 
and practicable plan that has been proposed for the solution of 
the farm problem of this country. 

The Government, by the operations of the United States 
Grain Corporation during the W.orld War, made a l)rofit of 
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$70,000,000, after paying salaries from $50,000 per annum down, 
which rightfully belonged to the domestic grain growers, be
cause the grain was purchased from them at a price fixed by 
the Government and was subsequently sold at a profit, the 
money being turned into the Treasury of the United States. 
It should not be inequitable to use this money to restore pros
perity to the millions of grain producers and to bring plenty 
and happiness into the farm homes of this country. 

The enactment of this bill will add to the prosperity of the 
farmers of the Nation, and thus to the people as a whole. For 
it is well known that when the farms are paying well and the 
farmers are making money the whole country prospers and 
enjoys a condition of well-being. 

The Republican Party wanted and tried in the act of 1922 to 
accord to agriculture the same advantages of protection in the 
American market that was accorded to industry, but failed, in 

· actual practice, in the sought-for protection in the case of those 
crops of which we produce a surplus, which surplus thro~ 
the entire crop back into the world markets, thus depriving 
the farmer of the protected domestic market to which he is 
clearly entitled and which every other business in the country 
receives upon its goods or wares up to the margin where the 
surplus begins. 

This is not true with other protected industries because they, 
through organization, control the output; and if this output 
exceeds the domestic consumption, the surplus may be then 
sold on the world's market or they can shut down producing 
·without having reduced the prices secured for the domestic 
consumption. 

The farmer, by the nature of things, can not control his out
x:mt, owing to acts of God over which he bas no control. The 
farmers equal nearly a third of our population. The remaining 
two-thirds is divided between thousands of other industries. 
Each individual industry is so reduced in numbers that they 
can easily get together for an understanding and cooperation. 
With the thirty-odd millions of farm population this is impossi
ble. Cooperation and understanding can only reach, at best, a 
small portion. The effort of this small portion to cooperate 
and lift the surplus and thus secure the benefit of the tariff 
for the domestic market only redounds to the benefit of those 
outside the organization who, while the others are holding 
their crops to be fed as the demand requires, rush in and 
satisfy the domestic market, while the cooperatives are left 
holding the bag. 

It at once becomes apparent, if the farmers are to receive 
the benefit of the tariff in our domestic market, the Government 
must step in and lift the suTplus until the domestic market con
sumes the remainder of the crop under the law of supply and 
demand of the world price plus the amount of the tariff. When 
that price is reached the world supply will begin to pour in 
over the tariff barrier and thus keep the price of the domestic 
market equal to the world price plus the amount of protection. 
This is not price fixing except as to the amount of tariff. The 
price would be regulated by the old law of supply and demand, 
giving the farmer only the benefit of the tariff that his Congress 
bas said be should have, and which is only the difference be
tween cost of production in this cotmtry and cost of production 
abroad. This advantage every other industry in the country 
now has. The farmer, therefore, to-day where be produces ·a 
crop that reaches a surplus is selling in the world market and 
buying in a protected market, thus doubling his disadvantage. 
The minute a surplus is reached in the farmer's product it 
affects the whole crop, and because of that surplus immedi
ately puts his price down to the world price and destroys for 
the farmers the benefit of the tariff. 

If the surplus could be lifted from the market until the do
mestic consumption is satisfied, the farmer would then be on an 
equal with the manufacturer or other industries who do enjoy 
the benefit of the ta1iff. The farmer would then receive the 
world pri..ce plus the protective tariff plus transportation on the 
domestic consumption and the surplus would either have to be 
held for the next year, when there might not be so abundant a 
crop, or sold on the world market at the world price. But be 
would receive for most of his crop the domestic market price; 
for instance, if it were wheat, he would sell three-fourths of 
hi crop at the domestic consumption price and the other one
fourth on the world's market, just as now do manufacturers 
who exceed the home consumption. But the average between 
three-fourths of his crop sold in the home market and one
fourth in the world market would give him a great advantage 
over the position he is now in and put him on a parity with the 
other businesses of the country, to which we think he is entitled, 
and is not being granted any favor but only given justice. 

Using as an illustration wheat, which my State is especially 
interested in. This country produces on an average yearly con
siderably over 700,000,000 bushels. Our home market consumes 

approximately 600,000,000 bushels. The question is to equalize 
the amount sold in the domestic market and the surplus that 
must be sold on the world market; therefore the McNary
Haugen pla.n has introduced what is known as an equalizing 
fee, which may be put on or not as the members of the board 
determine. This board is made up of 12 men, one from each 
Federal bank district, and the Secretary of Agriculture, who is 
ex officio a member of the board and chairman of it. The co
operative farmers of each district select four men, who, with 
the Secretary of Agriculture, present three names to the Presi
dent from which he must choose one who then becomes a mem
ber of the board from his disb..ict. Should an equalizing fee 
be decided upon, I can best illustrate it by assuming that we 
raise 7 bushels of wheat and consume 6. 

The protective tariff on wheat is 42 cents a bushel. This 
amount of tariff was arrived at through a commission appointed 
by the President to investigate the difference of the cost of 
raising a bushel of wheat in Canada and in the United States. 
Now, 7 goes into 42 six times, which would make an equalizing 
fee of 6 cents to be placed on each of the 7 bushels, and this 
amount of 6 cents a bushel would be held out for the purpo e of 
reimbursing the Government for the money advanced. Thus the 
farmer would receive for the 6 bushels of wheat that were 
consumed in the domestic market the world p-rice, plus 42 cents, 
plus transportation, and for the 1 bushel of wheat that would 
be sold abroad be would receive the world price minus the 
transportation to Liverpool, which is the center of the world 
market. Thus can readily be seen the advantage to the farmer, 
for be is now receiving for all 7 bushels of wheat the world 
price minus transportation to Liverpool, and he must continue 
to receive that price so long as be produces a surplus., unless 
95 per cent of the wheat farmers could get together in a close 
corporation, which would be almost impossible on account of 
their numbers ; and it would take an immense campaign with 
enormous expenditure to so educate them as to get them 
together in such an immense coopemtive organization. 

Therefore the Government should step in and do this organ
izing for them, to the end that they may enjoy the same advan
tages under our protective system that every other industry in 
the country now enjoys. 

Mr. GILLETT. Mr. President, the farmers of the country 
have been hard bit since the war. Everyone sympathizes with 
them. Everyone would be glad to help them, and nearly every
one would vote for any bill, even though it involved a large 
expense to the Government, if he thought it was constitutional 
and did not set a vicious and dangerous precedent, and would 
permanently cure the situation. But this bill, it seems to me, 
is open to every one of these objections. I believe it is uncon
stitutional; but that argument seldom avails here, and the 
court must ultimately determine it. The bill, however, is 
founded on a vicious principle; it is at best a mere palliative, 
and should it become a law, would aggravate and intensify the 
very conditions it aims to alleviate. 

The difficulty which is alleged to be at the root of the farm
ers' present sufferings is the surplus of production. The farmers 
are producing too much. That surplus has to be sold abroad 
in competition with producers who, because of cheaper labor 
and cheaper lands, can undersell us, and therefore the home 
price is by this competition reduced. If the surplus was small 
it probably would not produce that effect; but when, as in the 
case of wheat, we regularly grow a third more than we can 
consume, that enormous balance hangs over and depresses the 
market. Therefore the object to be accomplished, and what this 
bills aims at, is to prevent this surplus from reducing the value 
of the rest. 

Now, the normal method of getting rid of a surplus in all 
other branches of industry is to discourage production. That 
results automatically from the fall in price. When men find 
that an article gluts the market and so can not bring a fair 
price, some of- them, recognizing that it is useless to continue 
to produce what they can not sell at a profit, turn their activi
ties to something which will be remunerative. 

In my section .we have seen cycles of overproduction of manu
factures, and when any manufacturer finds that the market is 
so overstocked that be can not dispose of his product, he does 1 

not come to the Government for assistance, but he shuts down ' 
his mill. To-day in New England there are a large number : 
of mills closed or running on short time because there is a 
surplus and they can not dispose of their products, and thou
sands of employees are out of work waiting for a time when the 
market will absorb the surplus and they can again produce and 
sell. They ask no aid from the Government when that surplus 
is manufactured in America. If, as is now asserted to be the 
ca e, a large part of it is manufactured abroad and because of 
the cheaper labor there can pay our tariff and still undersell 
Amerj.can products, then they ask, and I believe ought to be 

I 
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gran ted, a tariff large enough to equalize this difference of labor 
costs. But when the competition is in the United States and 
the surplus is produced here, then they have no remedy except 
to stop production and wait until the surplus is abso1·bed. Why 
should not the same law of supply and demand govern every 
industry? 

The argument which is made for this bill that it aims to 
render the tariff really protective as to the farmer's product is 
utterly unsound. A protective tariff is not intended tl) protect 
or affect a domestic surplus. All the tariff aims at is to insure 
the market against the entrance of foreign goods produced by 
cheaper labor. It applies to agriculture as well as to manu
factures. Foreign agricultural products are kept out to-day by 
our tariff, but when the home supply exceeds the home con
sumption, no tariff can remedy the condition. The tarif( simply 
intends to provide that the United States shall produce enough 
to supply its own needs. It aims to make us self-supporting 
and independent and just as soon as that goal is reached, as 
soon as the home demand is met, then the tariff ceases to func
tion and it can not protect any domestic surplus which is 
created beyond our power to consume. To try to make a tariff 

1 
apply to the present conditions, is an entire misconception both 
of its purpose and its efficacy. 

The law of supply and demand is a cruel one. It compels 
those who produce beyond demand to abandon their existing 

, labor and turn their efforts into some other channel. But it is 
in the long run the effective and the natural method of regu
lating the occupation and the enterprise of the people. The 

· world over men are producing the same things in competition 
with each other and it is th}s law which keeps the balance even. 
It is constantly causing suffering and loss, with the constant 
rise and fall of market and production. It drives men out of 
one line of business to which they are accustomed, when that 
business is overdone, into some other new line. It is more of 
a hardship for farmers than for wage earners, because they 
have investments which it seems cruel to lose. But they can 
generally divert their energies from one line of production ta 
another, from one crop to diversification. It is the one-crop 

· farmers who are the main sufferers to-day. 
Many farmers in New England have experienced complete 

loss. All over our bills are the abandoned farms of whkb so 
much has been written, where the owners were driven from 
their business by the competition of the rich and fertile soil of 
the West. They could not compete with those more favored 
farmers, and they finally bad utterly to desert their property 
and turn to new lines of occupation. The process was cruel. 
It entailed privation and extreme thrift, but while it caused 
this suffering yet its general result was efficacious and the 
law of supply and demand drove men into the line of occupa
tlon where they cou1d be most useful. One sees to-day all over 
New England cellar boles and brush lots where were once thriv
ing farms, which the farmers of the West drove out of business. 

We hear a great deal of the constant trend from the country 
to the city, but I do not think that comes simply from the lure 
of the city. It comes largely from the fact that the farm is 
already oversupplied, that with the new methods of production 
supply is greater than demand, and so surplus labor bas turned 
to new lines of production and built up vast cities, like Detroit, 
to supply an entirely new product wbqse market was empty. 

Everyone wishes the farmer to prosper. We recognize that 
his wholesome life is apt to produce a healthier and more 
robust citizen than the tenement house districts of the city. 
The United States has done what it could to encourage the 
farm population, and yet the menacing fact to-day is that it 
is greater than the consumption of the Nation can support. 

·while I do not wish to minimize the hardships of the farmer, 
we must not lose sight of the fact that he bas also had his 
good fortune. In the past his profits have been large. He 
bought his land of the Government at $1.25 an acre, and he 
saw it g~·ow steadily and prodigiously in value. We think if 
we make a profit of 100 per cent in business in the course of 
years we are extraordinarily fortunate, and yet the western 
farmers saw their land increase in value a hundred times a 
hundred per cent. I understand large numbers of the shrewd 
residents of the great State of Iowa took their profits, sold their 
lands at high prices, and moved to the delicious climate of 
southern California, leaving their · successors, who bought at 
tbe high prices, and the reckless and improvident bankers who 
loaned the money to them, to " hold the bag " and turn to the 
Government for relief. 

It is said that it is impossible for the farmers to regulate th~ 
amount of production, that weather and climate can not be 
foreseen. That is undoubtedly true. The farmer's success in 
any one year probably involves more of a gamble than does any 
other occupation, because it depends on forces which are be
yond human control. At the same. t4ne, the ~OU!lt of produc-

tion depends, year in and year out, on the amount of acreage 
and labor. As long as farmers, knowing that we produce an 
enormous surpltlB of wheat which keeps down the price, will 
continue to raise wheat, they can not expect high prices. It. 
is only by reducing a production wh:ch is obviously excessive 
and turning to some other line that they .can permanently 
remedy the situation. That is what has been done in other 
lines of business; that is the automatic way the economic 
forces regulate production and prices. 

But this bill, instead of diminishing, will encourage pro
d~ction; it will tend to continue and enlarge the surplus ; it will 
stimulate the farmer to increased crops, when the trouble is 
the crops are too large already, and so will aggravate and 
intensify the very disease which it aims to cure. 

Mr. 'VILLIS. l\fr. President, I rise to speak very briefly in 
support of the amendment which has been offered by the Sena· 
tor from New Hampshire [Mr. MosES]. This amendment pro
vides, in substance, that certain other important farm products 
shall come within the provisions of the bill, within the terms of 
its beneficent operations. · 

The bill provides, as bas been explained by different Senators 
who have spoken, that an equalization fee shall be collected 
from the producers or processors or transporters of certain 
agricultural products that are labeled as basic agricultural 
products. .Those produc-ts, as I recall them, are corn, wheat, 
cotton, swme, and dee. 'l'he Senator from New Hampshire 
[Mr. MosEs] has offered an amendment providing, among other 
things, that dairy products shall receive the benefits of this 
bill, whatever those benefits may be. 

Mr. President, as a matter of logic, upon what theory can it 
be said that rice is a basic ag~·icultural product and that dairy 
products are not basic agricultural products; or upon what 
theory can it be said that potatoes are not basic agricultural 
products but that rice is? 

If this is a wise provision in this bill, if it is to be a benefit 
as is alleged, to the producers of rice, how can we deny th~ 
benefits of that legislation to the producers of dairy products 
or to the producers of potatoes? Here is the able Senator from 
New York [Mr. WAnswonTH]. Next to Ohio, the best apples 
to be found anywhere in the country are raised in New York. 
I hope the Senator agrees to that proposition. 

1\Ir. WADSWORTH. I am incubating a reply. 
Mr. WILLIS. Upon what theory of justice shall it be said 

that the rice that is raised in certain sections of the country is 
a basic agricultural product but that the fruit products of this 
country-whether raised in the great State of New York, or in 
the great State of California, or in the Umpqua Valley, where 
the greatest and finest prunes in the world are raised-shall 
be excluded, when everybody knows that the Senate would not 
be able to have its noonday lunch except for the supply of 
Umpqua Valley prunes? 

Mr. McNARY. Mr. President--
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Ohio 

yield to the Senator from Oregon? 
Mr. WILLIS. I yield to the Senator. 
1\Ir. McNARY. I assume, perhaps erroneously, that the Sena

tor is speaking seriously. There is nothing in the bill that 
attempts to say that the list therein stated comprehends all the 
basic agricultural commodities. 'l'bey are simply referred to as 
a term of designation. Of course, apples and prunes and dairy 
products are basic commodities; but, l\Ir. President, everyone · 
knows that there is not a surplus of dairy products. 

Mr. WILLIS. Is there a surplus of rice? 
Mr. McNARY. There is a surplus of rice. The dairy people 

of this country did not come before the committee seeking to 
be included ; neither did the apple people, nor the prune people; 
and the commodities that are in the bill are there for the 
reason that there usually is an exportable surplus, a quantity 
above domestic requirements. Therefore they are in the bill 
and are referred to as basic crops, and that is the only reasou 
why they are termed as such. 

1\fr. WILLIS. l\Ir. President, that is an exceedingly poor 
reason expressed in perfectly delightful fashion. Take the case 
of rice : Of course, it is an absurd thing to say that in this 
country ordinarily there is an exportable surplus of rice. 

1\Ir. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Mr. President, just a moment. 
Will the Senator yield at that point? 

Mr. WILLIS. I have only 15 minutes, and I have another 
important theme to discuss, but I yield to the Senator from 
Arkansas. 

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Does the Senator take the 
position that there is no considerable exportable surplus of 
rice? 

Mr. WILLIS. Generally speaking, I think that is true; yes. 
Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. The Senator is entirely mis· 

taken. 
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Mr. WILLIS. I thought the Senator would say that. 
Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. This country for several years 

has produced an exportable surplus of rice. 
Now may I ask the Senator another question? 
Mr. WILLIS. Just a moment. As far as that is concerned, 

there is as much of an exportable surplus of fruit in this coun
try as there is of rice; and yet the fruit growers, who send 
their products all over the world, are denied any of the benefi
cent operations of this paternal lawt while the rice growers are 
given that benefit. 

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. May I ask the Senator one 
further question? 

Mr. WILLIS. I yield to the Senator, but I hope he will be 
brief. I nave only a few minutes. 

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Yes; I will. ~ 
I understand that the Senator is insisting that numerous 

other commodities in which he expresses an interest should be 
included in the provisions of the bill. 

Mr. WILLIS. If this bill is to pass I certainly think dairy 
products and potatoes ought to be included, if the bill is a 
good one. 

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Before the Senator deter
mined whether they should be included or not he would have to 
determine the question as to whether the bill would be bene
ficial to these commodities. If the Senator does not think the 
bill would be beneficial to these commodities and to the dairy 
interest, potatoes, and so forth, that he is speaking for, why 
does he insist on including them in the bill? 

Mr. WILLIS. The answer to that is very apparent. Of 
course, I do not think that this bill as drawn would be beneficial 
in its operation to the corn grower, for example, or to the 
wheat grower; but if it should chance that I should be mis
taken about the matter and this should be a good bill, we cer
tainly ought not to deny its beneficent operations to the grow
ers of fruit. 

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Will the Senator yield for a 
further question? 

1\lr. WILLIS. Very briefly. 
1\Ir. ROBINSON of Arkansas. The Senator says that he does 

not think the bill would be beneficial to any commodity which 
it is intended shall be dealt in if the bill passes. I ask him 
again why he insists on including other commodities than 
those already embraced in the bill if he believes that it will 
prove harmful to those commodities? 

Mr. WILLIS. I answer the Senator again by saying that 
if it is to be as beneficial in its operations as the Senator from 
Arkansas thinks, it certainly is unfair to exclude any of these 
commodities; and if the Senator thinks it is certain to be 
beneficial, then on what theory should we exclude the agri
cultural products that I have named? 

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. But the Senator-
. Mr. WILLIS. If the Senator will pardon me--
Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. The Senator refuses to yield? 
Mr. WILLIS. No; I do not; if the Senator will make his 

interruption very brief. 
Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. The Senator is taking the 

position--
1\Ir. WILLIS. Will not the Senator ask a question? 
Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. I will ask a question. 
Mr. WILLIS. I hope the Senator will do it quickly. 
Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. I shall be brief. The Sena

tor is taking the position that the bill will be harmful. At 
the same time, he thinks it absurd not to include in the bill com
modities in which he is interested and the producers of which 
he hopes to benefit. I say that when the Senator insists that 
additional commodities should be embraced in the bill he im
pliedly admits that he believes that the bill will be helpful 
to commodities, unless he wants to harm the producers of the 
commodities he seeks to have embraced in it. 

Mr. WILLIS. That logic will work both ways, because the 
Senator insists that this bill will be beneficial in its operationt 
and yet he is so hard-hearted as to deny its -benefits to the 
producers of fruits. 

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Mr. President, I call the at
tention of the Senator to the fact that there is a provision in 
the bill which, under conditions, permits other commodities to 
come under it. 

Mr. WILLIS. I understand that; I am quite familiar with 
the bill; but in order to do that there has to be action by Con
gress, and I am proposing that action now. 

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. When the Senator believes 
that it will be harmful to the industries that are included. 

Mr. WILLIS. That is why I am going to oppose the bill ; 
and the Senator-well, I can not tell what is in the Senator's 
mind. I will ascribe no motive to the Senator. 

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. The Senator will do well if 
he expresses what is in his own mind. 

1\Ir. WILLIS. I think I shall be able to do that all right. 
Mr. GOODING. Mr. President--
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Ohio 

yield to the Senator from Idaho? 
Mr. WILLIS. I have only 15 minute's. 
What I wanted to say particularly, Mr. President, related not 

so especially to this subject as to another, and that is why 
I grieve because Senators do not permit me to proceed. I de
sire to say a word about the radio situation in the few minutes 
that I have remaining. 

A situation is developing in the Senate which is of most seri
ous concern to the country. That concern is evidenced by a 
flood of telegrams that come, I suppose, to every Senator. I 
have here only two out of a large number that have come 
to-day. Here is one from the Cleveland (Ohio) Chamber of 
Commerce: 

CLEVELAND, Omo., Feb1'ua'ry 10, 19i!.7. 
Ron. FRANK B. WILLIS : 

We believe enactment of compromise radio bill, H. R. 9971, of 
greatest importance to the community and the Nation and urge again 
your strongest e1l'orts to secure its passage. 

How ABD L. BABKDULL, 

Chairman Committee on Legislation, 
Olevelattd Chamber of Commerce. 

Here is another telegram to the same effect from the Crosley 
Radio Corporation, which I ask to have inserted in the RECORD. · 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

The telegram is as follows : 

Ron. FRANK B. WILLIS, 
Senate Of!jce Building: 

CINCIKNATI, Omo, February 10, 191!1. 

We have waited long and patiently f<Jr adequate radio legislation. 
We have carefully reviewed the bill passed by the House of Repre
sentatives on January 29, and are convinced that it is acceptable to 
the American public and to the radio industry. Its passage in the 
Senate is being prevented by extend.ed debate. It is imperative that 
this bill be passed during the present session. You are urged to take 
immediate steps to secure an early vote. 

POWEL CROSLEY, Jr., 
President Crosley Radio Co-rporati<m. 

Mr. WILLIS. Mr. President, certain Senators have hereto
fore taken the position that unless they can get exactly what 
they want in this radio bill they therefore intend to prevent 
the passage of any bill. I appeal to those Senators, in the 
interest of the people of this country, who by the millions are 
interested in radio, to permit a vote upon the radio bill. I 
believe there are enough votes in the Senate to pass the bill ; 
but, at any rate, it seems to me an unfair proposition that we 
should be compelled to approach the close -of the session with
out any opportunity to vote. 

In conclusion I trust that th013e in charge of the legislation 
will spare no effort in bringing about a situation whereby the 
Senate will be permitted to vote on the radio bill. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Mr. President, the colloquy between the 
Senator from Ohio [Mr. WILLis] and the Senator from Ar
kansas [Mr. RoBINSON] accounts for my rising to my feet in 
order that at least I may make perfectly clear to the Senator 
from Arkansas what I think of these amendments. 

The Senator from Ohio has made a plausible argument for 
adding to the list of basic agricultural commodities, and cites 
certain articles which he thinks should be added to the bill. 
The Senator from New Hampshire [Mr. MosEs] has already 
offered an amendment to that effect. While the arguments of 
the Senator from New Hampshire and that of the Senator 
from Ohio are interesting, I am convinced the g1·eater the 
number of articles put into this bill the worse for agriculture 
generally. 

I should be better pleased if one article after another were 
taken out of the bill until it was whittled down to an invisible 
point; for I vel'ily believe that whenever any Federal board 
attempts to put into operation the scheme outlined in this bill, 
that is the end of all contentment in that particular branch of 
agriculture. 

With great hesitation I inject a personal note into my dis
cussion. I am in this farming business myself, and I should 
hate to have any Federal board manage my business for me. 
I should hate to have to take my share of the bnrden that is 
to be imposed upon the producers if this bill is to become law. 
I should hate to have to encounter the annoyances, the restric
tions, the red tape, and the delay which every producer of 
wheat, for example, will necessarily encounter if the board 
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ever puts into operation the provisions of this bill with respect 
to that crop. 

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Mr. President, will the Sen
ator yield? 

Mr. WADSWORTH. I yield. 
Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. I think the Senator's position 

is perfectly logical. Being against the bill, he does not want 
included in it additional commodities, for the reason that he 
believes that operations under the bill would injure the pros
perity of those producing those commodities. I can understand 
that; but the mental processes of the Senator from Ohio are 
incomprehensible. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Mr. President, I must say that the 
mental processes of some of the people who are supporting this 
bill are likewise incomprehensible to me. I think if most of 
them were actively and constantly engaged in the business, 
they would not support this measure. 

I read from page 14 : 
'.rhe board may by regulation require any person engaged in the 

transportation, processing, or acquisition by sale--

! have not heard explained the meaning . of that phrase 
"acquisition by sale." I had thought that "acquisition" ~as 
always achieved by "purchase." How any person can acquire 
a thing by selling it I have not been informed. He may acq?-ire 
el.--perience but he will not acquire any of the material thmgs 
mentioned in the bill by selling them. 

The board may by regulation r equire any person engaged in the trans
portation, processing, or acquisition by sale of a basic agricultw:al 
commodity-

(1) To file returns under oath and to report, in respect of his trans
portation, processing, or acquisition of such commodity, the amount of 
equalization fees payable thereon and such other facts as may be neces
sary for their payment or collection. 

Now let us see if we can visualize something of "the organiza
tion th~t must be built up all over the United States under this 
Federal board if it puts in active operation the provisions of 
this bill with respect to wheat. 

I have no statistics before me from which to quote; but I 
imagine that there are five ot six million wheat producers in 
the country. Every time any one of them takes an or a por
tion of his production of wheat to a mill or to a grain commis
sion merchant to be sold, or to any other person or agency or 
corporation in the country engaged from time to time as a busi
ness or only occasionally in the purchase of wlieat, that person 
will have to keep a record of every detail of the transaction. 

I a sume that the board will have to license purchasers or 
processors of wheat. It will have to establish a system of in
spection of all their books and accounts, and in order to trace 
back to the producer, and estimate with any degree of accuracy 
the amount of equalization fee which that producer shall ulti
mately pay-l>ecause in the end it comes out of the producer
a separate account will have to be kept under the supervision 
of this Federal board with every wheat producer in the United 
States. Otherwise the loopholes in and the leakages out of this 
system would be so numerous as to break it down before, in-
deed, it could start. . 

I wonder if Senators can visualize the immense machine 
which it is proposed shall be established all over the country. 
We shall have an army of inspectors going about and inspecting 
the books of account of every person engaged in the purchase or 
processing of wheat. There are tens and tens of thousands of 
them. 

In order to check up and audit those accounts, they will have 
to trace that wheat to the farm on which it was produced, and 
prove the accuracy of the production reported, in order to prove 
the amount of the equalization fee which the producer, in the 
long run, shall be called upon to pay. 

I am wondering if we can get together 12 human beings who 
would be willing to supervise such a thing. And I am wonder
ing how the producers of wheat will feel about it after one 
year's experience. I wonder if their reaction will not he simi
lar to the reactions we so often encounter when we endeavor 
to compel human beings to live their lives under the rigid 
supervision of a bureaucracy; for of course this bill, if put into 
effect, will establish the greatest bureaucracy ever known in this 
country. 

I am wondering how a farmer will feel when, having prepared 
his ground and sowed his seed and then harvested it and 
threshed it, he takes it to the local mill-where a great deal of 
the wheat goes-the local flour mill, which exists in the typical 
village in all wheat-growing States, and there offers it for sale. 
It is his propa"ty. It has been produced on land owned or 
rented by him. It has been produced with his labor. It is the 

fruit of his investment, effort, and intelligence. He takes it to 
the local mill--

Mr. GOODING. Mr. President--
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from New 

York yield to the Senator from Idaho? 
Mr. WADSWORTH. I yield for a question. 
Mr. GOODING. The Senator knows that at the present time 

the wheat grower is not getting the cost of production. 
Mr. WADSWORTH. I am not talking about that. I ask the 

Senator not to divert me with questions of that sort. I am try
ing to arrive at some conclusion with respect to the human 
reaction which will take place. 

Mr. GOODING. 1\Ir. President, I will state to the Senator-
Mr. WADSWORTH. I have only 10 minutes. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator declines to yield. 
Mr. WADS WORTH. I yield for the Senator to ask me a 

question concerning the matter I was then discussing. . 
1\Ie. GOODING. 1 merely wish to say to the Senator t:b.at 

there will not be any trouble about the farmer wanting to get 
the 32 cents more in his pocket for a bushel of wheat that he 
will get under this bill. The human interest will be very grati
fying to the farmer. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. I am very glad to know that we are 
going to get 32 cents more a bushel when we sell our wheat at 
the local mill, but I am not going to borrow money on the 
strength of that 32 cents until I see it and have it in my pocket. 

As I started to say when interrupted, this man takes his 
wheat to the mill, and upon presenting it for sale the miller in
forms him that he, the miller, is, in a sense, an agent of the 
Federal Government, licensed to do business and purchase prod
ucts, and that as such he is not permitted, under the regulations 
of the board, to pay to the farmer the price which the wheat is 
supposed to be worth, but must withhold from him a certain 
portion of the money. 

Many a man takes his grain to be sold in a great hurry to get 
the money. Wheat is proverbially a cash crop. There is an old 
saying in the far~ng business that a certain article is " as good 
as wheat," meaning that it can always be sold as wheat can be 
sold ; that there is always a market for it. 

If that farmer is short on credit at the time he takes his 
wheat to the mill as I have stated, he will meet with a bitter 
disappointment, and he will go down the road and see if he can 
:find another man to whom he can sell his wheat. He will meet 
the second man, and that man will say, "I am an agent of the 
Government. I am licensed to purchase wheat, but I can do it 
only under rules and regulations and with prices and with draw
backs :fixed by the Government." 

The farmer then commences to open his eyes. He finds that 
there is an agency of the Government of the United States 
which has deprived him of the liberty of running his own busi
ness ; that it has set up obstacles in his path, which prevent him 
selling his own product where and when he pleases and at a 
price he is willing to take. 

He will go· down the road and look for a third person and 
a;;ain be met with that situation. 

My visualization of this may be all wrong. Perhaps I am 
'~ndeavoring to think out loud as to what I, for one, would do 
under a set of circumstances of that kind, living, as I do, in a 
wheat-growing neighborhood and taki)lg part in that kind of 
business. 

Eventually, if I wanted to sell my wheat, I would sell it some
where, despite the Government. That would represent my re
action, which I think would take place with a great many 
people; and before long you wonld :find "bootleg" wheat all 
through the United States. Some one would devise some way 
of selling or buying wheat contrary to the regulations of this 
board. There would be and would have to be a constant and 
desperate effort on the part of a swarm of inspectors, trayeling 
far and wide through 40 States, tracing back millions and 
millions of individual sales of wheat to their original sources 
in order to prevent a viola tion of the bureaucracy's regulations 
as to how a farmer should conduct his own business. 

We talk glibly here as to how we can regulate a man's life 
by law in such fashion a& to make him conform to a standard. 
We have tried it in a good many ways, and it has been tried in 
other countries, ~nd never does it succeed when it reaches down 
into his daily avocations and affects his method of earning his 
living. For anyone to say that a farmer who has not been 
consulted, who has no vote in the matter, who is not a member 
of a cooperative, who has never been taken int<f. the confidence 
of these 12 archangels who will sit on this Federal board, 
endowed, I suppose, with superhuman power and intelligence
for anyone to say that that man will submit willingly to having 
the Government take the management of bis business, small 

· though it may be, out of his hands-well, the person who thinks 
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that such a thing can be done is merely another added to the 
long. lis t of those who in this and every other country haTe 
tried to put a straitjacket upon their fellows and failed dis
mally in the attempt. 

We can dangle before farmers a further increase in prices; 
the Senator from Idaho has just said, "32 cents a bushel will 
be added to the price of every bushel of wheat sold in the 
United States." How does he know it? Who told him so'? 
How can he t ell how many bushels of whea t will be raised 
in this country next year? Not a living man can tell. By 
August 1 of next year, when most of the wheat crop will 
have been harvested, you will not be able to find two wheat 
experts in the United States \Tho will agree on that day as to 
how much we have raised over and above our power to 
consume. 

The thing I dread in this proposition in addition to the 
constitutional objections which have been mentioned, and the 
thing that appalls me most, is that it represents another at
t empt to take out of the hands of men the right to conduct their 
own businesses in their own way ; and if I had my say about it, 
as a man engaged in these businesses as a serious undertaking, 
I would vote to take out of this bill every farm product which 
I raise and say, "Let me alone!" 

I do not want a Government clerk, or a Go-vernment inspector, 
or a Government auditor, or a member of this board telling me 
when, where, and how I shall sell something that I have pro
duced on my land. 

l\I1·. W AHREN. Mr. President, may I ask the Senator from 
Oregon whether he cares to proceed furthe1· with the bill under 
his charge at this time'? I desire to call up the legislative 
appropriation bill. 

1\fr. l\fcNARY. May I a k the Senator from Kansas whether 
he desires at this time that the Senator from Wyoming shall go 
forward with his appropriation bill? 

l\Ir. CURTIS. I would like to have the legislative appropria
tion bill taken up. There are only a few amendments to be 
made, and they are immaterial; there will be no contest over 
them at alL I would lik.e to have the Senator temporarily lay 
aside the farm relief measure. 

l\Ir. McNARY. I ask unanimous consent that the unfinished 
business may be temporarily laid aside. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection? The Chair 
hears none. 

LEGISLATIVE APPROPRIATIONS 

Mr. WARREN. I ask that the legislative appropriation bill 
be laid before the Senate and proceeded with. 

The Senate, as in Committee of the Wbole, proceeded to con
sider the bill (H. R. 16863) making appropriations for the 
legislative branch of the Government for the fiscal year ending 
June 30, 1928, and for other purposes, which had been reported 
from the Committee on Appropriations with amendments. 

1\Ir. WARREN. I ask that the formal reading of the bill 
be dispensed with, and that the bill be read for amel;ldment, 
the committee amendments to be :first considered. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection? The Chair 
bears none, and the clerk will proceed to read the bill. 

The Chief Clerk .proceeded to read the bill. 
The first amendment of the Committee on Appropriations 

was, on page 3, line 4, in the item for the office of the Secretary 
of the Senate, after the figures "$2,150," to strike out "assistant 
messenger" and insert " assistant in library," so as to read: 

Assistant in library, $1,520. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The next amendment was, under the subhead " Committee 

employees," on page 3, line 15, after the :figures " $3,300," to 
in. ·ert " assistant clerk, in lieu "of employee heretofore paid 
under Senate resolution, $2,500," so as to read: 

Clerks and messengers to the following committees : Agriculture and 
Forestry-clerk, $3,300; assistant clerk, in lieu of employee heretofore 
paid under Senate resolution, $2,500; assistant clerk, $2,150; assistant 
clerk, $1,830 ; additional clerk, $1,520. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The next amendment was, on page 4, line 7, after the :figures 

"$3,300," to insert "resident assistant clerk, in lieu of em
ployees heretofore paid under Senate resolution, $2,500," so as 
to read: 

District of Columbia-clerk, $3,300; resident assistant clerk, in lieu 
of employee heretofore paid under Senate resolution, $2,500; assistant 
clerk, $2,480 ; assistant clerk, $1,830 ; additional clerk, $1,520. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The next ame~dment was, on page 5, line 6, after the figures 

" $3,300," to insert " as istant clerk, in lieu of employee hereto
fore paid under Senate resolution, $2,500," so as to read: 

Interstate Commerce-clerk, $3,300; as ' istant clerk, in lieu of em.: 
ployee heretofore paid under Senate r esolution, $2,500 ; two assi tant 
clerks, at $2,150 each ; assistant clerk, $1,830. 

The amendment was ag1·eed to. 
The next amendment was, on page 6, at the end of line 21, 

to change the total appropriation for committee employees from 
$373,440 to $380,940. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The next amendment was, under the subhead " Office of 

Sergeant at Arms and Doorkeeper," on page 7, line 15, after 
the word "each," to strike out '· 38 " and insert "37,'' so as 
to read: 

Messengers-five ( actin~ as a l':sistant doorkeepers, including onP for 
minority) at $2,150 each , 37 (i ncluding one for minori ty ) at $1,770 
each, one $1,310, one a t ca rd door, $2,400. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The next amendment was, on page 7, line 20, after the 

figures " $3,600 ., to insert " clerk, $2,140," so as to r ead: 
Deputy Sergeant at Arms and Storekeeper, $3,600; clerk, $2,140; 

stenographer in charge of furn iture accounts and records, $1,520 ; 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The next amendment was, on page 8, at the end of line 11, 

to change the total appropria tion for the Office of t he Sergeant 
at Arms and Doorkeeper, from $211,033.70 to $211,373.70. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The next amendment was, under the heading " Office of 

Legislative Counsel," on page 22, after line 4, to strike out: 
" For salaries and expenses of maintenance of the office of 
legislative counsel, as authorized by section 1303 of the 
revenue act of 1918 as amended by section 1101 of the re-venue 
act of 1924. $75,000, of which $37,500 shall be disbursed b:f the 
Secretary of the Senate and $3"7,500 by the Clerk of the House 
of Representati-ves,., and in lieu thereof to insert: 

For salaries and expenses of maintenance of the offi.ce of legislative 
counsel, as authorized by section 1303 of the revenue act of 1918 as 
amended by section 1101 of the revenue act of 1924, $50,000, of which 
$25,000 shall be disbursed by the Secretary of the Senate and $25.000 
by the Clerk of the House of Representatives. The unexpended bal
ances of such appropriation for the fiscal year 1927 are reappro
priated and made available for the fiscal year 1928. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. 1\Ir. President, does this amendment 
limit the amount that can be spent to $50,000? 

~:lr. WARREN. Fifty thousand dollars, and whatever is left 
in the way of an unexpended balance. 

Mr. SMOOT. In the language we have proposed as an 
amendment we have included the unexpended balance for the 
fi cal year 1927, and appropriated for the coming year $50,000. 

Mr. W ADSWORTII. What will be the total available for the 
coming year? 

Mr. WARREN. Fifty thousand dollars, and what is left 
over, unexpended. 

Mr. SMOOT. They can use the $5<),000, and whatever unex
pended balance there is, and it is quite a sum, and then next 
year, whatever increased amount is necessary will be given 
in the original appropriation. 

1\Ir. WADS WORTH. I a ·sume it is the disposition of the 
Committee on Appropriations to give every encouragement pos
sible to the legislathe counsel. My il}formation is to the effect 
that the legislative counsel is having a good deal of difficulty 
in getting young men to go into that service and stay there and 
perfect themselves in that highly technical work, which is of 
such immense benefit to the Senate and the House. 

lli. SMOOT. I will say to the Senator that the item will be 
carefully considered in conference. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. I hope the Senate conferees will be 
willing to discuss it with an open mind with the House con
ferees. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The next amendment was, under the subhead "Capitol Build

ings and Grounds," on page 23, line 23, after the word " direc
tory," to strike out "$99,235.80" and insert "$100,735.80," so 
as to make the paragraph read : 

Capitol Buildings : For necessary expenditures for the Capitol Build
ing under the jurisdiction of the Architect of the Capitol, including 
minor improvements, maintenance, repair, equipment, supplies, material. 
and appurtenances; personal and other services ; cleaning and t·epairing 
works of art; purchase or exchange, maintenance, and driving of motor·
propelled, passenger-carrying office vehicles ; and not exceeding $200 
for the purchase of technical and nPcessary reference books and city 
directory, $100,735.80, of which $23,200 shall be immediately availa ble. 

The amendment was ag1·eed to. 
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· The next amendment was, on page 24, line 22, before the 

figures "$20,000," to insert "to be immediately available," so 
as to make the paragraph read: 

Extension of the Capitol Grounds : To enable the Architect of the 
Capitol to remove or provide for the removal of all buildings (except 
those occupied by Government activities) or other structures upon the 
land acquired for the enlargement of the Capitol Grounds, including 
grading and other expenses incident to such removal ; and for the 
\Preparation of plans for the development of uch land as a permanent 
extension of .the Capitol Grounds, Including architectural and other 
personal services and traveling expenses connected therewith, to be 
immediately available, $20,000. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The next amendment was, under the subhead " Library 

Building and Grounds," on page 27, line 15, to strike out 
" $12,000 " and insert " $14,000," so as to read: 

For furniture, including partitions, screens, shelving, and electrical 
work pertaining thereto and repairs thereof, $14,000. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The next amendment was, under the heading " Library of 

Congress--Salaries," on page 28, line 25, to strike out "$559,765" 
and insert "$570,745," so as to read: 

For the librarian, chief assistant librarian, and other personal 
services in accordance with the classification act of 1923, $570,745. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The reading of the bill was concluded. 
Mr. WARREN. Mr. President, there are three matters which 

I wish to present, one of which came to us after the bill 
was made up. The other two smack a little of legislation; 
hence I am offering them from the floor with the consent of 
the Committee on Appropriations. I send the first amendment 
to the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment will be stated. 
The CHIEF CLERK. On page 7, after line 9, insert a separate 

paragraph as follows: 
'l'hat hereafter when a Senator dies during his term of office the 

clerical assistants appointed by him, and then borne upon the pay 
roUs of the Senate, shall be continued on such pay rolls in their 
jrespective positions n.nd be paid for a period not longer than two 
months: Provided, Tllat this shall not apply to clerical as istants of 
standing committees of the Senate when their service otherwise would 
continue beyond such period. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, the amend-
ment is agreed to. 

1\fr. WARREN. I send to the desk another amendment. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment will IJe stated. 
The CHIEF CLERK. On page 10, line 2, strike out the nu-

merals " $44,844 " and insert in lieu thereof the numerals 
"$50,844," so as to make the paragraph read: 

For reporting the debates and proceedings of tlle Senate, payable 
in equal monthly installments, $50,844. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, the amend
ment is agreed to. 

Mr. WARREN. I send to the desk tile third amendment to 
which I referred. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment will be stated. 
The CHIEF CLERK. On page 33, line 9, after the word "pay," 

insert a comma and the W8rds "said pay to be at the rate for 
their regular positions at the time leave i~ granted." 

1\Ir. KING. May I ask what the amendment refers to? 
Mr. WARREN. It refers to the leave of absence of employ

ees of tlle printing establishment, to allow them to have the 
same privileges that employees of the departments have--that 
is, that the pay for their time shall be reckoned at the rate 
they were enjoying at the time they took their leave. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, the amend
ment i:~ agreed to. 

Mr. WARRE~. Those are all the amendments the com
mittee has to offer. 

l\Ir. WADSWORTH. 1\Ir. President, may I ask the Senator 
a que tion? 'Vas any amendment offered on page 3, lines 9 to 
12, in respect to the document-room employees? 

ceives. So we left the salaries as they were--$3,600 for the 
chief and $3,000 for the assistant. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. And $2,400 for the second assistant? 
Mr. WARREN. I think so. 
1\:lr. PEPPER. Mr. President, may I ask the chairman of 

the committee whether consideration has been ghen to the pro
po~c~ increase by t~e ~ouse of Representatives in the appro
priation for the legiSlatl\e counsel of the two Houses? I was 
very much interested in observing that what seemed to me to 
be mere justice to that >ery important office in the two 
b.ranches had been done by the House in raising the appropria
tion from $50,000 to $75,000. I was very hopeful that the com
mittee would ha\e recommended the same course here. 

Mr. WARREN. That was considered a few moments a"'o on 
the floor and explained before the Senator from Pennsyl~ania 
came in. The House raised the pay and struck out what had 
been presented to them in the form of a provision to allow the 
legislati\e counsel the unexpended balance of appropriations 
heretofore made. We have reversed the matter. ·we put the 
pay back at $50,000 and inserted the provision which gives them 
the lmexpended balance of previous appropriations. 

Mr. PEPPER. Will the chairman enlighten me on this 
point? Where an expense item is divided between the two 
Houses, as in this case, would there not be difficulty in dis
cussing in conference a situation in which the House had estab
lished the higher level and the Senate the lower level? 

Mr. WARREN. The House conferees are in the same posi
tion as the Senate conferees. It is a 50-50 matter and their 
power is exactly the same. ' 

l\ir. PEPPER. They are ·not in a very strong position to 
stand for anything more than what their half of the increa. ·e 
would be.· 

Mr. WARREN. We treat tho"e matters together. 
Mr. PEPPER. I merely wanted to give to the Senate the 

benefit of some personal experience I have had with tho e two 
offices, which led me to think that they are amona the most 
efficient connected with our legislative establishment. 

Mr. WARREN. There are ,-arious ideas about that. I get 
the idea from some Senators that they do not use that service 
at all, and consider it useless, and want it done away with 
altogether. 

Mr. SMOOT. I agree with the Senator from Pennsylvania 
that they are a very useful body of men and very useful to the 
Senate and House. The whole question, I may say to the Sen
ator from Pennsylvania, is going to conference. 

Mr. PEPPER. I earnestly hope the conferees will aive it 
their very best consideration. "' 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Tl1e bill is still as in Com
mittee of the \Vhole and open to amendment. If there are no 
further amendments to be proposed, the bill will be reported to 
the Senate. 

The bill was reporteu to the Senate a · amended and the 
amendments were concurred in. 

The amendments were ordered to be engrossed and the bill 
to be read a third time. 

The bill was read the third time and pas ed. 
EXECUTIVE SESSIO~ 

Mr. CURTIS. I move that the Senate proceed to the con
sideration of executive business. 

The motion was agreed to, and the Senate proceeded to the 
consideration of executiYe business. After five minutes ~:.<pent 
in executive session, tile doors were reopened. 

RECESS 
Mr. CURTIS. I move thflt the Senate take a recess until 

12 o'clock noon to-morrow. 
The motion was agreed to; and (at 5 o'clock and 15 minutes 

p. m.) the Senate took a recess until to-morrow, Friday, Feb
ruary 11, 1927, at 12 o'clock meridian. 

NOUINATIONS 
Exeettrtive 1wminai t(}ns receked by the Senate February 10 

(legis~ati.,;e day of Febn.wTy 9), 1!/Z"' 

AMBASSADORS ExTRAORDINARY AND PLE.'IPOTENTIARY 
Mr. WARREN. No. 
Mr. CURTIS. There was one suggested, but not agreed to. Hugh S. Gibson, of California, now envoy extraordinary and 
Mr. McKELLAR. I suggested an amendment to the commit- minister plenipotentiary to Switzerland, to be ambassador 

tee this morning, but the committee were unanimously opposed extraordinary and plenipotentiary of the United States of Amer
to it. ica to Belgium and also envoi' extraordinary and minlliter 

Mr. WARREN. We are paying more for the principal and l}lenipotentiary to Luxemburg. ' 
the assistants than the House is paying, and it was consid- Robert Woods Bliss, of New York, now envoy extraordinary 
ered inexpedient and unnecessary to add to .the assist;fll~t's p~y, I and m.inister pleni~tentiar.Y to Sweden .. to be.{ambassaU.ot· ~x
giving him a larger salary than his supenor and g1vmg him traordmary and plempotentlary of the Umted State~ of Amenca 
$750 more than the corresponding employee of the House re- to Argentina. 
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ENVOYS EXTRAORDINARY Ah~ MINISTERS PLENIPOTEN'l'IA.RY 

William Phillips, of Massachusetts, now ambassador extraor
dinary and plenipotentiary to Belgium and also envoy extraor
dinary and minister plenipotentiary to Luxemburg, to be envoy 
extraordinary and minister plenipotentiary of the United States 
of America to the Dominion of Canada. 

Frederick A. Sterling, of Texas, now a Foreign Service officer 
of class 1, assigned as counselor of embassy at London, Eng
land, to be envoy extraordinary and minister plenipotentiary 
of the United States of America to the Irish Free State. 

SECRETARIES IN THE DIPLOMATIC SERVICE 

Joseph F. McGurk, of New Jersey, now a Foreign Service 
officer of class 6 and a consular officer with the rank of consul, 
to be also a secretary in the Diplomatic Service of the United 
States of America. 

Clayson W. Aldridge, of New York, now a Foreign Service 
officer, unclassified, and a consular officer with the rank of vice 

. consul of career, to be also a secretary in the Diplomatic Service 
of the United States of America. 

Harvey S. Gerry, of the District of Columbia, now a Foreign 
Service officer, unclassified, and a consular officer· with the rank 
of vice consul of career, to be also a secretary in the Diplomatic 
Service of the United States of America. 

Edwin Schoenrich, of Maryland, now a Foreign Service officer, 
unclassified, and a consular officer with the rank of vice consul 
of career, to be also a sec:tetary in the Diplomatic Service of the 
United States of America. 

David Williamson, of Colorado, now a Foreign Service officer, 
unclassified, and a consular officer with the rank of vice consul 
of career, to be also a secretary in the Diplomatic Service of 
the United States of America. 

CoLLECTOR oF CusTOMS 
John W. Robbins, of Omaha, Nebr., to be collector of customs 

for customs collection district No. 46, with headquarters at 
Omaha, Nebr., in place of Charles L. Saunders, deceased. 

UNITED STATES CoAST GuARD 

The following-named officers in the Coast Guard of the United 
States, to rank as such from dates of commissions: 

Temporary ensigns to be ens-igns 
Henry T. Jewell. Frank Tomkiel. 
Frank E. Pollio. Kenneth A. Coler. 
Donald F. deOtte. Henry J. Betzmer. 
John H. l\Iartin. George C. Whittlesey. 
Irving El Baker. Beverly E. Moodey. 
Gordon A. Littlefield. John A. Fletcher. 
The above-named officers have met the requirements for 

appointment in the regular Coast Guard, as set forth in section 
5 of the act of July 3, 1926. 

APPOINTMENTS BY TRANSFER IN THE REGULAR ARMY 

To -ora·nance Depa!rtnwnt 
Capt. Morris Keene Barron, jr., Coast Artillery Corps (detailed 

in Ordnance Department), with rank from December 23, 1919. 
First Lieut. Arthur Richardson Baird, Infantry (detailed in 

Ordnance Department), with rank from July 1, 1920. 
To Field Artillery 

Capt. David Wilson Craig, Ordnance Department, with rank 
from September 25, 1919. 

Capt. John Jacob Bethurum, Infantry, with rank from July 1, 
1920. 

PROMOTIONS IN THE REGULAR ARMY 
To be captain 

First Lieut. John TerBush Bissell, Field Artillery, from Feb
ruary 5, 1927. 

To 1Je fi;rst lieutenant 
Second Lieut. James Madison Callicutt, Field Artillery, from 

February 5, 1927. 

CONFIRMATIONS 
Ea:ecutitve n01ninatwns confir-med by the Senate Fe1Jt·uary 10 

(legisla-tive day of February 9), 192"1 
UNITED STATES ATTORNEY 

Amos W. W. Woodcock to be United States attorney, district 
of Maryland. 

POSTMASTERS 

CALIFOR:\fl.A 

Edwin F. Heisser, Glendale. 
Charles E. Van Der Oef, Hawthorne. 
Bertram C. McMun-ay, Lancaster. 
Alice E. Tate, Lone Pine. 

DELAWARE 

Rhubert R. German, Delmar. 
FLORIDA. 

Bessie S. May, Holly Hill. 
Thomas E. Farrell, Ojus. 

ILLINOIS 

Marion F. Watt, Atlanta. 
Sheldon J. Porterfield, Chatsworth. 
Arthm· G. Arnin, Columbia. 
Thomas E. Richard on, Flanagan. 
Seymour Van Deusen, Greenville. 
Ross 0. Bell, Heyworth. 
George H. Bargh, Kinmundy. 
Ray W. Birch, Neoga. 
Gerald B. Weiss, Shipman. 

INDIANA. 

Allen J. Wilson, Danville. 
llah M. Dausman, Goshen. 
Vernon D. Macy, Mooresville. 
Stella D. Evans, Russellville. 

LOUISIANA 

Adrian I. Wilcombe, Hammond. 
Theophile P. Talbot, Napoleonville. 
James L. Love, Olla. 
Dudley V. Wigner, Vidalia. 

MONTANA. 

Roy W. Broman, Ismay. 
Estella K. Smith, Lima. 
Joseph Brooks, Livingston. 
Duncan Gillespie, Windham. 

OKLAHOMA 

Elmer D. Rook, Sayre. 
Edith B. Foster, Wagoner. 

W ASHINGTO:N 

Tolaver T. Richardson, NOI'thport. 
Robert L. Wright, Omak. 
Frank Givens, Port Orchard. 
Edward Hinkley, Snohomish. 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
THURSDAY, Feb1-vuary 10, 19~7 

The House met at 12 o'clock noon. 
The Chaplain, Rev. James Shera Montgomery, D. D., offered 

the following prayer : 

Our heavenly Father and our God, who smiles in the sun
shine, sings the song of gladness in the outstretched sky, in 
flowers, in the throats of birds, and in the laughter of little 
children, keep our hearts in tune with Thee. May we not allow 
anything to kill our .finer natures. We would that every sweet, 
simple thing in all the earth be symbolic of some joyous, won
derful mystery to be revealed. 0 Thou who art the Ancient of 
Days, who led our fathers to summits of faith and assurance, 
lead us on. Help us in the mightier matters of life; always 
may we feel the supreme obligation to leave the world better 
and more cheerful for having passed this way. We pray in the 
holy name of Jesus. Amen. 

The Journal of the proceedings of yesterday was read and 
approved. 

CONSTRUCTION OF DEEP WATERWAY 

Mr. DOWELL. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
extend my remarks in the RECORD by printing a resolution 
passed by the Iowa General Assembly relative to construction 
of a deep St. Lawrence waterway and the improvement of the 
Mississippi River. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Iowa asks unanimous 
consent to extend his remarks in the manner indicated. Is 
there objection? [After a pause.] The Qhair hears none. 

Mr. DOWELL. Mr. Speaker, under the leave to extend my 
marks in the REcORD, I include the following house concurrent 
resolution of the Legislature of Iowa : 

Hoose Concurrent Resolution 3 
Be <it resolved by the house (the senate conctwring)-
Wbereas the YRst interior of the United States is without water 

transportation or direct access to the ~ceans, and as there reside in 
this area about 40,000,000 people, who make their livelihood, directly 
or indireetly, out o1 the basic industry, agriculture, 'Jnd tbe increased 
transportation costs to world markets from the mid-continent have 
had serious results to agriculture, affecting tbis section from 6 to 18 
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cents per bushel upon grain, a.nd which has not been accompanied by 
similar increases in many agricultural countries which compete with 
ours, because they possess greater accessibility to seaboard, and sea 
rates in such countries are about the same as before the war, and 

Whereas nature, by providing the Mississippi River and the St. 
Lawrence River, has done much toward providing the interior of the 
United States with access to the sea, and as the construction of a 
shipway of sufficient depth to admit ocean shipping from the Atlantic 
to the Great Lakes and the improvelll{'nt of the Mississippi for water 
tra.nsportatlon would lessen the economical handicaps of adverse trans
portation costs from the vast area in the interior of this continent, 
and as the price levels of grain in this area would be thereby increased 
accordingly, and as other commodities and industries of the interior 
would be likewise benefited by the construction of such waterways, and 

Whereas the American Commission, of which Hon. Herbert Hoover 
is chairman, has made exhaustive study and investigation of the prac
ticabili ty of the construction of the St. Lawrence waterway and of the 
benefits to flow therefrom; and as such benefits would many times 
exceed the cost thereof, and construction of such waterway has been 

' recommended by the American Commission: Now therefore be it 
Resolved by tlw house of rep1·esentatives (the senate concurring), · 

That the Legislature of the State of Iowa, in regular session assembled 
hereby heartily approve the plan and project for the construction of a 
deep St. Lawrence River waterway and the improvement of the Missis
sippi River, and hereby requests the Senators and Congressmen from 
this State to ul!!e their best efforts and endeavors to bring about the 
immediate passage of the necessary legislation for the construction of 
the St. Lawrence waterway and for the improvement of the Mississippi 
waterway; that a copy of this resolution be sent to each of the Sena
tors and Congressmen of this State, and to Hon. Herbert Hoover as 
chairman of the American commission, and to the legislatures of the 
interior States now in session. 

Adopted February 3, 1927. 

L. v. CARTER, 

Speaker of the House. 
A. C. GUSTAFSO!'l, 

Chief Clerk of the House. 
CLEM F. KU!BALL, 

PresideJ~t of the Senate. 
WALTER H. BEAM, 

Secretary of the Senate. 

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT 

A message, in writing, from the President of the United 
1 
States was communicated to the House by Mr. Latta, one of 
his secretarie , who also announced that the President had on 
dates a s indicated below appro\ed and sjgned House bills and 

I House joint resolution of the following titles: 
On }'ebruary 8, 1927 : 
H. R. 4502. An act declaring pistols, revolvers, and other fire

arms capable of being concealed on the person nonmailable and 
providing penalty; 

H. R. 9268. An act to amend the agricultural credits act of 
1923; 

H. R. 6384. An act to amend the acts of June 7, 1924, and 
l\Iarch 3, 1925, granting certain public lands to the city of 
Phoenix, Ariz. ; 

H. R. 7776. An act for the reimbursement of Emma E. L. 
Pulliam; 

H. R. 7849. An act for the relief of Ella Miller ; 
H. R. 8784. An act for the relief of Bertha M. Leville ; 
H. R. 11139. An act for the relief of Celestina :Mateos ; 
H. R. 12952. An act to authorize the village of Decatur, in the 

State of Nebraska, to construct a bridge across the Missouri 
River between the States of Nebraska and Iowa; 

H. R. 13453. An act to amend the act providing additional aid 
for the American Printing How~e for the Blind; and 

H. R. 14250. An act to authorize reimposition and extension 
of the trust period on lands held for the use and benefit of the 
Capitan Grande Band of Indians in California. 

On February 9, 1927: 
H. R. 10900. An act to authorize the incorporated town of 

Wrangell, Alaska, to issue bonds in any sum not exceeding 
$30,000 for the purpose of improving the town's waterworks 
system; . 

H. R. 10901. An act to authorize the mcorporated town of 
Wrangall Alaska, to is ue bonds in any sum not exceeding 
$50,000 f~r the purpose of constructing and equipping a public
school building in the town of Wrangell, Ala ka; 

H. R. 11174. An act to amend section 8 of the act of Septem
ber 1, 1916 (39 Stat. L. p. 716), and for other purposes; 

H. R. 11843. An act to authorize the incorporated town of 
Fairbanks, Alaska, to issue bonds for the purchasing, construc
tion, and maintenance of an electric light and power plant, 
telephone system, pumping station, and I'epairs to the wate:r 
fron t, and for other purpo~es; and 

H. R. 13778. An act for the relief of certain citizens of Eagle 
Pass, Tex. 

On February 9, 1927 : 
H. J. Res. 100. Joint resolution to authorize the Secretary of 

War to expend not to exceed $125,000 for the protection of 
Government property adjacent to Lowell Creek, Alaska; 

H. R. 2190. An· act for the relief of Agnes W. Wilcox; 
H. R. 2994. An act for the relief of Harry J. Dabel; 
H. R. 8923. An act for the relief of Sheffield Co., a corpora

tion of Americus, Ga. ; 
H. R.10424. An act to ratify the action of a local board of 

sales control in respect of a contract between the United States 
and l\1ax ::Iagedorn, of La Grange, Ga.; 

H. R.11259. An act to reimburse or compensate James E. 
Parker for money, clothing, and other property misplaced or 
appropriated by United States authorities during the World 
War; 

H. R. 11586. An act for the relief of Fannie B. Armstrong ; 
H. R.15127. An act for the relief of sufferers from floods -in 

the vicinity of Fabens and El Paso, Tex., in September, 1925; 
H. R. 15649 . .An act to provide for the eradication or control 

of the European corn borer ; and 
H. R. 16023. An act relating to the transfusion of blood by 

members of the :Military Establishment. 
On February 10, 1927 : 
H. J. Res. 292. Joint resolution to amend the act entitled "An 

act granting the consent of Congress for the construction of a 
bridge acroRs the Delaware River at or near Burlington, N. J.,'' 
approved May 21, 1926. 

COMMANDER GEORGE M. BAU!.I 

Mr. VINSON of Georgia. 1\fr. Speaker, I ask unanimouR con
sent to take from the Speaker's table the bill H. R. 4553 and 
agree to the Senate amendments. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the bill by title. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
An act (II. R. 4553) authorizing the President to restore Commander 

George M. Baum, United States Navy, to a place on the list of com
manders of the ravy to rank next after Commander David W Bagley, 
United States Navy. 

The Senate amendments were read. 
The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 
Mr. GARNER of Texas. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to 

object, I said yesterday morning and gave notice to some gentle· 
men calling up bills and asking unanimous consent they be sent 
to conference or agree to the Senate amendments that here
after they must make a statement to the effect they had con
sulted the minority, and I think that rule should apply also to 
the minority, and unless such statement be made I object. 

l\1r. VINSON of Georgia. I will say I am directed by the 
chairman of the Committee on Naval Affairs to call up this 
bill and ask the House to agree to the Senate amendments. 
This is a private bill and is not in the category of the objection 
which the gentleman would make. 

Mr. GARNER of TexaR. I think it should apply to private 
bills or any other bill. When gentlemen on either side of the 
Chamber call up a bill and ask unanimous consent to agree to 
the amendments put on by the Senate or to disagree and send 
1t to conference they ought to designate at the time that they 
have consulted with the minority or the majority side and have 
their consent. 

l\1r. TINCHER. But in this case he is directed by the chair
man of the committee. 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. He states it now, but he did not 
originally. I am perfectly willing. 

l\1r. VINSON of Georgia. I will state that the last sugges
tion is not in accord with the rule. The rule merely directs to 
ask unanimous consent and then the gentleman might elicit the 
information that be sees fit. 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. Well, I will continue to do that. 
The SPEA.KER. Does the gentleman object? 
Mr. GARNER of Texas. No, I do not; since he has said that 

it was agreeable to the gentleman from Pennsylvania [:Mr. 
BuTLER], the chairman of the committee. 

The Senate amendments were agreed to. 
BRIDGE ACROSS CHESAPEAKE BAY 

Mr. LINTHICUM. Mr. Speaker, I ask to take from the 
Speaker's table the bill (H. R. 134 5) granting permission for 
the construction of a bridge across Chesapeake Bay, and to 
substitute therefor the bill S. 4553. This is a bill of some 
importance, and I have consulted with the chairman of the 
committee and it is satisfactory to him for it to be called up. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Maryland asks unani
mous consent to take fro:w. the Speaker's table the bill S. 4553, 
which the Clerk will report by title. 
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The Clerk read as follows: 
An act (S. 4553) granting the consent of Congress to the Chesapeake 

Bay Bridge Co. to construct a bridge across the Chesapeake Bay from 
a point in Baltimore County to a point in Kent County, in the State 
of Maryland. · 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 
Mr. APPLEBY. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to object, 

I would like to have a little fuller statement. Is there a report 
that goes with this bill? 

Mr. LINTHICUM. I will say it is entirely agreeable to the 
Secretary of War. 

Mr. APPLEBY. I withdraw the objection. 
Mr. HILL of Maryland. I hope the gentleman will not 

object. The bill has already passed the Senate. 
Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Reserving the right to object, 

Mr. Speaker-and I shall not object--
Mr. LINTHICUM. Mr. Speaker, I make the point of order 

tllat the objection has come too late. 
The SPEAKER. The Chair will recognize the gentleman 

from Tennessee. 
Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. I want to say this in regard 

to that bill, if it is the bill I have in mind. There are three 
sections in that bill that ought to come out, for this reason, 
that it is an effort by the Federal Government to control the 
price at which a State may acquire a bridge that is wholly 
intrastate in character, and to the building of which the Fed
eral Government will not contribute a single dollar. 

I repeat, I am not going to object, and in the parliamentary 
status it is in now I can not offer an amendment. But I simply 
want to give notice that I protest against that invasion into a 
field in which the Federal Government has no business. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Reserving the right to object, Mr. 
Speaker, may I ask the gentleman if the Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce "Committee was consulted about the acceptance of 
this amendment? 

Mr. LINTHICUM. The amendment is provided by the War 
Department and the Interstate Commerce Commission. They 
are in conformity with the regulations of the Government in 
regard to all bridges. _ 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Has the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. 
DENISON], who always represents the Interstate Commerce Com-
mittee in these bridge matters, been consulted? · 

Mr. LINTHICUM. Yes; he has been consulted, and it is 
satisfactory to him. · 

Mr. TILSON. Mr. Speaker, may the bill be reported, so that 
we may know what it is? 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the bill by title. 
Mr. LINTHICUM. I shall be glad to give information upon 

the bill. 
· Mr. TILSON. May we have the amendment reported before 
unanimous consent is given for action? 

Mr. LINTHICUM. I shall be very glad to give a full state
ment in regard to the bill. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair is hlformed that this is a Senate 
bill, but it conforms to the amendments reported in the House 
bill. 

Mr. LINTHICUM. It is identical. 
The SPEAKER. But there are no amendments in the Senate 

bill. Without objection, the Clerk will report the Senate bill. 
The Clerk read as follows: 

[S . . 4553, 69th Cong., 2d sess.] 

A bill (S. 4553) granting the consent of Congress to the Chesapeake 
Bay Bridge Co. to construct a bridge across the Chesapeake Bay from 
a point in Baltimore County to a point in Kent County in the State 
of Maryland 

Be it ettacted, etc., That the consent of Congress is hereby granted to 
the said Chesapeake Bay Bridge Co., a corporation organized and exist
ing under the laws of the State of Maryland, its successors and assigns, 
to construct, maintain, and operate a bridge and approaches thereto 
across the Chesapeake Bay, at a point suitable to the interests of navi
gation, from a point in Baltimore County, Md., near the mouth of Back 
River, to a point in Kent County, Md., between Rock Hall and Tal
chester Beach, in accordance with the provisions of the act entitled 
"An act to regulate the construction of bridges over navigable waters," 
approved March 23, 1906, and subject to the conditions and limitations 
contained in this act: Pro-vided, That in the interests of national de
fense, and for the protection of life and property, the Secretary of 
War is hereby authorized and empowered, when, in his judgment, mili
tary necessity shall require it, to close said bridge to traffic at such 
time and during spch periods as he may determine. 

SEc. 2. After the completion of such bridge, as determined by the 
Secretary of War, either the State of Maryland, any political subdivi
sion thereof within or adjoining which any part of such bridge is 
located, or any two or more of them jointly, may at any time acquire 

and take over all right, title, and interest in such bridge and its 
approaches, and any interests in real property necessary therefor, by 
purchase or condemnation in accordance with the laws of such State 
governing the acquisition of private property for public purposes by 
condemnation. If at any time after the expiration of 30 years 
after the completion of such bridge the same is acquired by condem
nation, the amount of damages or compensation to be allowed shall 
not include good will, going -yalue, or prospective revenues or profits, 
but shall be limited to the sum of (1) the actual cost of constructing 
such bridge and its approaches, less a reasonable deduction for actual 
depreciation in value, (2) the actual cost of acquiring such interests 
in real property, (3) actual financing and promotion cost, not to 
exceed 10 per cent of the sum of the cost of constructing the bridge 
and its approaches and acquiring such interest in real property, and 
(4) actual expenditures for necessary improvements. 

SEc. 3. If such bridge shall at any time be taken over or acquired 
by any municipality or other political subdivision· or subdivisions of the 
State of Maryland under the provisions of section 3 of this act, and 
if tolls are charged for the use thereof, the rates of toll shall be so 
adjusted as to provide a fund sufficient to pay for the cost of main
taining, repairing, and operating the bridge and its approaches, and 
to provide a sinking fund sufilcient to amortize the amount paid for 
such bridge and its approaches as soon as possible under reasonable 
charges, b~t within a period of not to exceed 30 years from the date 
of acquiring the same. After a sinking fund sufficient to amortize 
the cost of acquiring the bridge and its approaches shall have been 
provided, such bridge shall thereafter be maintained and operated 
free of tolls, or the rates of tolls shall thereafter be so adjusted as to 
provide a fund of not to exceed the amount necessary for the proper 
care, repair, maintenance, and operation of the bridge and its ap
proaches. An accurate record of the amount paid for the bridge and 
its approaches, the expenditures for operating, repairing, and main
taining the same, and of daily tolls collected shall be kept and shall 
be available for the information of all persons interested. 

SEc. 4. The said Chesapeake Bay Bridge Co., its successors, and 
assigns shall within 90 days after the completion of such bridge file 
with the Secretary of War a sworn itemized statement showing the 
actual original cost of constructing such bridge and its approaches, 
the actual cost of acquiring any interest in real property necessary 
therefor, and the actual financing and promotion cost. The Secretary 
o! War may at any time within three years after the completion o! 
such bridge investigate the actual cost of constructing the same, and 
for such purpose the said Chesapeake Bay Bridge Co., its successors, 
and assigns shall make available all of its records in connection 
with the financing and the construction thereof. The findings of the 
Secretary of War, as to the actual original cost of the bridge, shall 
be conclusive, subject only to review in a court of equity for fraud 
or gross mistake. · 

SEc. 5. The right to sell, assign, transfer, and mortgage all the 
rights, powers, and privileges conferred by this act is hereby granted to 
the Chesapeake Bay Bridge Co., its successors, and assigns, and any 
corporation to which or any person to whom such rights, powers, and 
privileges may be sold, assigned, or transferred, or who shall ac
quire the same by mortgage foreclosure or otherwise, is hereby 
authorized and empowered to exercise the same as fully as though 
conferred herein directly upon such corporation or person. 

Sre. 6. The right to alter, amend, or repeal this act is hereby 
expressly reserved. 

Mr. DOWELL. Mr. Speaker, I make the point of order that 
this bill can not be called up from the Speaker's table without 
the action of the committee, and that action has not bee'n 
taken. It is being sought to call it up here by the 1\Iember who 
is not a member of the committee. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman has asked unanimous con
sent. 

Mr. DOWELL. Then I object. 
Mr. LINTHICUM. Will the gentleman reserre his objection 

for a moment? 
Mr. DOWELL. Yes. Reserving the right to object, may I 

inquire wh~ther this matter has been submitted to the Bureau 
of Roads in the Department of Agriculture? 

Mr. LINTHICUM. It has the approval of the War Depart
ment and of the Department of Agriculture; and the House 
bill, which is identical with it, has the approval and report of 
the committee, as the chairman will tell you. 

Mr. DOWELL. Why is it the committee has not seen fit to 
take up this bill when it is being called apparently without the 
knowledge and consent of the committee? 

Mr. LINTHICUM. Because it was a courtesy to me. 
Mr. DOWELL. It is not known to the chairman what has 

happened to this bill. I think we should be advised as to 
this bill and as to · another bill when a bill of this character is " 
called up. 

Mr. PARKER. Does the gentleman from lllinois [Mr. DENI
SON], the chairman of the subcommittee, know about that? 
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Mr. LINTHICUM. Yes. I spoke to him yesterday about it. 
Mr. APPLEBY. Reserving the right to object,· Mr. Speaker, 

I would like to ask the gentleman from Maryland a question. 
Does this bill provide for any more toll bridges in the State of 
I\Iaryland? -

l\fr. LINTHICUM. It is impossible for the State of Mary
land to build a bridge across the Chesapeake Bay out of its 
own funds. This bridge will cost $10,000,000. 

1\Ir. DOWELL. Unless the gentleman waives a speech, I shall 
have to object. 

Mr. LINTHICUM. Then I shall not speak. 
The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 
There was no objection. 
Mr. LINTHICUM. I ask unanimous consent, Mr. Speaker, 

that the identical House bill be laid on the table. 
The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Maryland asks unani

mous consent that the similar House bill be laid on the table. 
Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. HILL of Maryland. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con

sent to revise and extend my remarks on this bill. 
The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the requests of the 

gentleman from Maryland? 
There was no objection. 
Mr. HILL of Maryland. Mr. Speaker, House bill 13485 grants 

permission for the construction of a bridge across the Chesa
peake Bay. The Senate has already passed Senate bill 4553 for 
the same purpose. This bill grants the consent of Congress to 
the Chesapeake Bay Bridge Co. to construct a bridge across the 
Chesapeake Bay from a point in Baltimore County to a point 
in Kent County, in the State of Maryland. I appreciate very 
much the action of the gentleman from Tennessee [Mr. GAR
RETT] in not objecting to the present consideration of this bill1 
since it is of great importance to the State of Maryland. 

When the blidge was first suggested certain objections were 
rai&ed on the part of the War Department, but all those objec
tions have been removed, and the Secretary of War, Colonel 
Davis, has approved the bill as it has passed the Senate and 
as it is now before the House. I hope that this bill will pass. 
Nothing is more essential to the development of the State of 
Maryland than closer contact between the eastern and western 
shores, and the building of this bridge will bring Baltimore 
City much closer to the Eastern Shore. 

In reference to Baltimore City I desire to call to the atten
tion of the House the following extract from this afternoon·s 
Baltimore Evening Sun : 

[From the Evening Sun, February 10, 1927] 

JOHN PHILIP HILL said to-day that "under no possible circumstance 
can I be a candidate for mayor of Baltimore ... 

Mr. HILL's statement was in answer to a question as to what his 
attitude would be toward the meeting of the City Republican Commit
tee, called for Friday night, at which it is planned to put his name 
forward as the Republican Party's candidate for mayor. 

The Friday-night meeting was called by Charles W. Main, chairman 
of the Republican City Committee, at the request of State Senator 
Harry 0. Levin. Senator Levin asked Mr. Main last week to call the 
meeting and said at the time he expected to be criticized for trying to 
hm·ry action. • • • 

HILL's statement that he would not be a candidate did not surprise 
those Republicans who are interested in having him for the candidate. 
They said they expected opposition from IIrLL, but hope to be able to 
persuade him to make "a personal sacrifice" for the good of the party. 

HILL IDEAL CANDIDATE, SAYS LEVIN 

Expressing the feeling of himself and others who advocate HILL's 
candidacy, Senator Levin said: 

"The Republican Party has been very fair to Mr. HILL, and he should 
make some sacrifice now in the interest of the party's welfare. He is 
an ideal candidate, well liked by the Republicans and Democrats, too, 
and could defeat either Howard Jaekson or. Walter Graham." • • • 

HILL'S STATEMENT 

IlrLL made the following statement as to his attitude : 
" I am vet·y proud to be a Baltimorean. Although I was born in 

Annapolis, I have lived in Baltimore since I was 1 month old. Balti
mot·e is a great and growing city. Any man would welcome the oppor
tunity to assist in the development of Baltimore by being its mayor. 

" For 15 years I have been in public service--for 5 years as United 
States district attorney, for nearly 4 more in the Army, and for 6 
years as a Member of Congress. I have enjoyed this work most 
thoroughly. But on the 5th of March I propose to resume the active 
practice of law, which I gave up when I entered Congress. 

" U:NDER NO CIRCUMSTANCES " 

"I have devoted all of my time for six years to public business and 
I have enjoyed it. I am deeply interested in Baltimore city govern-

ment, but my plans for my law practice are such that under no possible 
circumstances can I be a candidate for mayor of Baltimore. 

"I believe strongly that both the Democratic and the Republican 
parties will best serve Baltimore by presenting their strongest possible 
men as candidates for mayor. 

" I appreciate very sincerely the suggestion that I become a candi
date. But the commitments which I have already made as a lawyer 
will prevent my being a candidate !or mayor." • • • 

It is a very interesting and important thing to be mayor of 
Baltimore City, but under no circumstances can I accept the 
nomination. I am deeply interested in Baltimore and I should 
enjoy enormously being its chief executi>e, but after the end 
of this session I must devote my time to my own personal 
affairs, which for six years I have neglected. 

I hope that thiB Chesapeake Bay bridge bill will pass, and I 
feel confident that it will do so. 

1\ir. McSW AlN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
extend my remarks in the RECORD by printing an address 
delivered by me before the Women's Conference of National 
Defense. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the gen
tleman from South Carolina? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. McSWAIN. Mr. Speaker, under leave granted by unani

mous consent, I am printing the address this day delivered by 
me to the Women's Patriotic Conference on National Defense 
in this city : 

WAB THE WHOLE NATION'S BUSINESS 

The Constitution of the United States has been universally appraised 
as the highest perfection of wisdom among the fundamental documents 
of government. Many particular parts have been singled out from 
time to time for special consideration and commendation. I do not 
remember ever to have seen any particular discussion of the wisdom 
and significance of having lodged the power to declare war in the 
Congress. Among all the older nations of the world the power to de
clare and commence war had been lodged exclusively with the executive 
power, so that kings and emperors had made war, from time imme
morial, to suit their own interests, ambitions, or whims, and consulted 
the representatives of the people, if any there were, only after the 
commencement of war in order to procure the financial resources 
wherewith to carry on war. 

But the erection of the American Republic of republics, the com
mencement of a great Federal State in this Western Hemisphere had 
as a background the fundamental conception of the Declaration of 
Independence, that " governments rest upon the consent of the gov
erned," and exist to secure the life, liberty, and property of the people. 
Therefore it was but a logical application of this fundamental premise, 
that the Constitution makers should propose and that the people in 
their several State conventions should accept a constitution that lodged 
the law-making power in all the representatives of all the States. 

THE PEOPLE, THROUGH CONGRESS, DECLAJlE WAR 

The President alone conducts diplomatic relations with other nations, 
but the President can make treaties only by and with the consent of 
two-thirds of all the Senators: This was a hitherto unthought of 
limitation upon Executive power. It had theretofore been conceived 
as preposterous that the people's representatives should have a veto 
power in the making of treaties between the royal rulers. This limi
tation of power is constantly in the minds of Presidents and their 
executive advisers in the negotiation of treaties and, doubtless, has 
ever been a wholesome and restraining influence. Though the Presi
dent is unrestrained in conducting international affairs, yet he must and 
does feel constantly the restraining check that -his international policies 
can not be enforced with physical power in war without the approval 
of both Houses of Congress. But the principle runs further back. 

The President must calculate upon receiving the approval of an 
overwhelming majority of the individual citizens of the Republic. It 
is constantly in his thinking that Members of Congress must respect 
and heed the wishes and feelings of their constituents. The President 
remembers that Members of the House of Representatives are all 
elected every two years and that one-third of all the Senators are 
elected every two years. Therefore, the President must be so cautious 
and prudent in handling international situations as to !eel sure that 
the same will be approved by a clear majority of the people. If the 
President fails to take tbese fundamental conceptions into considera
tion, and rushes headlong and unadvised into complications with foreign 
countries that can be settled only by use of physical force, he may find 
~self greatly embarrassed by failing to receive the support of the 
Congress, and be, therefore, compelled to retreat from his diplomatic 
predicament. 

NO AGGRESSIVE WAR BY AMERICA 

This particular lodgment of the war-making power in the hands of 
the representa.tive.s of the people insures our Nation against a policy 
of aggression. The Constitution makers all knew from either personal 
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experience or close observation the horrors and demoralizing and de
structive attributes of war. But they were wise men and realized the 
forces that bad been operating upon mankind and among nations since 
long before the beginning of reco:r;ded history. Our forefathers, who 
laid the foundation of this Government of the people, by the people, 
and for the people, well knew the ambitions and covetousness that 
from time to time seize the rulers and directors of nations. Wisely, 
therefore, did they lodge in the central Federal Government the sole 
anu exclusive power of declaring, conducting, and concluiling war. 

Many powers of sovereignty were left and some still remain with 
the several States. But, in the interest of the general welfare and 
common defense, the war-making power was placed with the one 
Government that represents all the people of all the sections. This 
Constitution conferred upon the Federal Government not only the 
power to declare and carry on war but the power to "raise armies," 
and the power to "support armies." The Constitution likewise con
ferred the power to "provide a navy," and to "maintain a navy." 
There is far-reaching significance in these words, to " support an 
army" and to "maintain a navy." They imply more than enlisting 
men and buililing ships. They imply the power to acquire by the 
exercise of the supreme and absolute sovereignty that must rest in 
any nation to take whatever physical resources and material may, in 
the judgment of the Federal Government, be necessary for the proper 
"support" of that army and for the proper " maintenance" of that 
navy. 

NO ''VETO" BY PEOPLE AFTER WAR IS DECLABED 

Some men have argued tb"at, while the Constitution says that Con
gress may "raise armies," it means that it may only open recruiting 
stations and offer low compensation and. by a beating of drums and 
waving of flags, induce men to volunteer to enter the Federal Army. 
It bas been argued that to confine the raising of armies to the volun
teer system would be a wise and salutary restrain upon Congress in 

. declaring war, so that the people, by refusing to volunteer, could 
virtually "veto " a declaration of war by Congress. But the Supreme 
Court of the United States has in several cases solemnly and un
equivocally sustained the power of Congress to reach, with supreme 
and sovereign band, and take, .by a selective-service draft, such human 
instrumentalities, either men or women, as the Congress may in the 
exercise of its power declat·e to be essential to the raising of armies 
in order to provide for the common defense. 

By the same reasoning, bi the same inevitable logic, it must follow 
that the power to "support" the armies thus raised is unlimited and 
unrestrained and may be exercised at the uncontrollable iliscretion of 
Congress. It therefore remains only for the Congress, with the ap
proval of the President, to say how these armies, raised to defend the 
Nation's life, shall be supported. 

POWER TO " TAKE" W .A.R SUPPLIES 

Heretofore the usual policy of the Government in the supporting 
of armies has been the "volunteer system." People have been begged 
and cajoled into buying bonds essential to finance armies in the field. 
By the same reasoning it has been argued that to leave the supporting 
of armies upon this volunteer basis would amount to leaving with the 
people the "final veto power on war." Congress may declare the war, 
and may, by a selective service draft, so formulated as to produce 
the least dislocation in the industrial and social life ·of the Nation, 
take those persons that may be best spared from the homes and the 
farms and the factories and the professions of the Nation, yet, after 
the armies have been ··raised" and are in the field and are at the 
front and are facing the foe, they may be totally paralyzed by the 
failure of the people back home to ·• volunteer" sufficient funds to 
continue the fight. 1 Such contemplation sickens the heart of the genuine 
patriot. The same power that gives Congress the right to " take " the 
man from his family and from his farm and from his factory gives 
Congress the right to " take" such of the produce of the farm and 
such of the product of the factory as may be necessary to " support and 
maintain " the soldier in camp and in field and in trench. · 

PRUDENCE AND CAUTION IN DECLARING WAR 

As Americans we believe in and insist upon freedom of op1D10n and 
freedom of expression of opinion, either by mouth or by the press. 
There should ever be the amplest discussion in Congress and in the 
country before war is commenced. All groups of opinion should be 
tolel'antly heard. The President and the Members of Congress should 
solemnly contemplate all the possible consequences of an entry into 
war. They should patiently and prayerfully seek to avert war. Only 
actual defense· of our physical integrity or of our national principles 
and honor, which are more than life itself, should ever provoke us to 
war. God has been good in gathering some of the choice pionee.r 
spirits from many nations and planting them upon this new continent, 
free from the traditions and customs of the feudal nations, and in 
permitting them to develop here a civilization unrivaled in power and 
in variety in all the annals of time. The President and the Congress 
•hould and do contemplate the fact that the nations of the whole world 
are becoming so interrelated by commerce and communication as to 
make it practicallY: impossible to lo~lize war. The war from 1914 to 

1918 is universally described as the World War, and yet it may be 
fairly concluded that its vast proportions will be · far exceeded by the 
next clash among the nations. Like a prairie or forest fire, when once 
the fury of war commences no limits can be set, no bounds prescribed, . 
no time fixed, and no measure set. 

WAR, ONCE DECLARED, BINDS EACH AND ALL 

But, after all voices have been heard in the Nation, after the Presi
dent, with full realization of the responsibility, bas pronounced the 
situation such that war alone is the answer, after the Congress, con
scious of direct responsibility to the people, shall have declared war, 
then, in my humble opinion, the case is foreclosed, judgment has been 
rendered, the matter bas had its day in court; and henceforth no man 
dare deny his individual obligation to contribute to the utmost limit of 
his power, either by direct participation as a soldier, or by direct con
tribfttion to the material and financial support of the Army and Navy. 
From the very moment that Congress, representing all, qeclares war, 
it binds every citizen, whatever may be his private and individual 
judgment of the merits. It becomes the law of the land and henceforth 
the only course for every person is to help to fight it through. There 
must be no " vetoing " of this war-making power in Congress. If 
adequate volunteers do not rush to the colors, the country may " com
mand " her sons and Wtughters and " compel " them to go. If adequate 
resources are not voluntarily contributE'd, then by the same power, 
for the same purpose, the Congress can " take " whatever the Army 
and Navy may need in order that the full force of the military power 
may be exerted. 

JUST COMPENSATIO:i FOR ALL PROPERTY TAKEN 

But we are reminded that one part of this very same Constitution, 
to wit : The fifth amendment, declares that private property shall not 
be taken for public use without just compensation therefor. When 
properly understood, the fifth amendment offers no obstacle to the war
making power of our Government . 

It does not provide that private property shall never be taken 
for a public purpose, but merely prescribes that payment shall be made 
therefor. Such provision is wise and just. It would be manifestly 
unfair to take one man's factory or one man's railroad or one man's 
coal mine or one man's farm or one man's steamboat and use the same 
in carrying on war and make no adequate compensation for the use 
thereof, while other citizens, under equal obligation to help carry on 
war, have their factories or their railroads or their coal mines or their 
farms or their steamboats untouched and unharmed. But the fifth 
amendment does not say that the property shall be paid for " before" 
its use, and merely provides that at some time ''just" compensation 
shall be made. Therefore, in the emergency, whatever property is 
needed may be taken and taken instantly, and thereafter just com
pensation made, and that compensation must be "just" not only to 
the owner' but also "just " to the public that pays. " Justice " means 
faimess and reasonableness under the circumstances. Therefore, justice 
requires that no fabulous, fictitious, and infiated war-time prices shall 
be paid for property taken and used. The same principle was applied 
in making just compensation for "man power" during the recent 
World War. Congress had prescribed the monthly pay for soldiers to 
range from $30 a month upward. But after the war, good copscience 
and justice, not legal obligation, declared that such compensation was 
inadequate and, after much discussion, Congress passed legislation to 
adjust and pay additional compensation for the services of the soldiers. 
There was no constitutional obligation to do this. 

Congress may draft the soldiers without providing one single cent of 
compensation, even during the period of service. But would Congress 
do such an unjust thing? Members of Congress know that they are 
answerable to the soldiers, and under our system of Government the 
voice of the people is finally supreme. Therefore, the provisions of the 
fifth amendment merely conform to the ideals of republican institutions 
and demand a democratic exercise of the war-making power. 

EQUALIZE BURDENS OF WAR THROUGH "POWER TO TAX" 

But Congress bas another power, unrestrained, unlimited, both in war 
and in peace, and this power may be exercised to insure justice in the 
distribution of the burdens of war. It is the power to levy and collect 
taxes. It is a fact that many do not realize that 40 per cent of the 
revenue raised and expended by our Government during the pe}."iod of 
the recent war was raised by taxation. Many conservative and ex· 
perienced and well-informed men with intimate contact with the admin
istration during the war have expressed the opinion that if thel'e had 
been no infiation of prices, if a peace-time average of prices had been 
maintained by force of law during the war, the money cost of the war 
would have been reduced by at least one-half. The average price level 
of all commoilities during the World War was nearly two and a half 
ti.II,les the average peace-time price. Bringing these two facts together, 
we find that if prices had not become so much inflated we could have 
financed the war merely upon the taxes that were collected and without 
the issue of a single bond; and if we had done so, we would have been 
to-day debt free and would not have a mortgage in the form of bonds 
upon the earning power of the people of this country aggregating more 
than $20,000,000,000 that will require the labors of two or tht·ee gener~ 
iitions to discharge. 
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NO DRAFTING OF LABORERS 

There has been much confusion of thought and much loose and ill
considered utterance in connection with the subject of what is com
monly described as "universal draft," and "universal mobilization," 
and " drafting of wealth to make war," and other phrases of like 
import. Some, with sweeping and irresponsible generalization, have 
declared that the whole Nation, with all her resources, must be in
stantly militarized, that martial law must prevail everywhere, and that 
men and women, old and young, even children, with all that they have, 
must be considered as in one mighty camp, subject to military disci
pline, to do and to give whatever those in authority may direct. Some 
have leveled their anathemas at men who labor with their bands and 
have heretofore received wages of 8 and 10 and 15 dollars a day for 
work as civilians, while soldiers were suffering and dying in the 
trenches at a dollar a day. Others have directed their mal-edicti~ns at 
the wholesalers and forestallers and engrossers and speculators and 
manipulatOT'l who cornered the market for essential commodities and 
demanded and received fabulous prices and profits, and became mil
lionaires in a day, and thus capitalized and commercialized the calamity 
of war and grew rich out of the necessities and sacrifices and sufferings 
of the Nation. The passions of that postwar period of prejudices and 
denunciations have not yet all died out. But some of us believe that 
we can now judge fairly and see clearly and s~k impartially. 

I feel compelled to say that progress in the direction of legislation 
looking to a fairer and more just and more equal distriuution of the 
hardships and inconveniences and sufferings of war has been delayed 
by reason of the excessive claims and demands of some of the advo
cates of such legislation. Speaking for myself only, I believe that many 
have gone too far in their generalizations and have demanded that too 
much be done. Personally, I believe it would be unwise and imprudent 
and impracticable to undertake the conscription and militarization of 
manual laborers, whether for use upon shipbuilding or housebuilding or 
road building or factory working or farm working or elsewhere. It is 
my belief that only the :fighting forces and those agencies directly 
contributory thereto, such as medical, quartermaster, etc., should 
be taken from the civilian population by selective service draft. To do 
otherwise would greatly dislocate, and might paralyze industry, mining, 
and agriculture. The military authorities would not and could not 
know how to distribute the workers among the factories and farms. 
The psychological factor must not be ignored. Human beings are not 
machines. They have feelings and thoughts. There are limits beyond 
which they will not endure. The overwhelming majority of the people 
must first be convinced that a war is just and worthy of any sacrifice, 
even death, and then, when it ls declared, P.ublic opinion, as well as 
force of law, will compel the acquiescence of any small dissenting 
minority into conformity with the plans and etl'orts of the nation to 
rtl!'lse and support and maintain the armies and navies. 

NO MILITARIZATION OF INDUSTRIES 

In like manner, enthusiasts and idealists have maintained that all 
the material property and all the :financial · resources of the Nation 
mu.st be instantly poured into a mighty national war hopper, there to 
be employed as military experts may determine necessary in the con
duct of war. Such a proposition is preposterous to practical minds. 
The men who in peace time have built and operated industries can 
operate them more efficiently in war than Army officers can. They know 
bow to manage labor in order to get the most satisfactory results. 
It all property were appropriatea and commandeered and dumped 
into the war machine, of course, there would be no incomes to be 
taxed, and consequently no source of revenue wherewith to pay that 
just compensation required by the :fifth amendment to the Constitu
tion. 

A SANE PROGRAM OF JUSTICE 

Then, wbat is a fair and reasonable program for the conduct of war 
so as to bring about a more just and equal distribution of the burdens of 
war? We believe that the war is the whole Nation's business. It is 
not the atl'air merely of those in the Army or the Navy. The soldiers 
and sailors have no more at stake than the civilians back home. The 
war is everybody's business. If the cost of the war is not sufficient to 
justify a contribution to the limit of his qualifications and capacities 
and r!'!sources by every citizen, then we ought not to be in the war, 
and Congress should carefully consider this aspect of the problem 
before declaring war. But this equalization can not be theoretically 
and mathematically exact and ideal. 

It is a practical world we live in, and war is an abnormal condition 
and fortunately very occasional and temporary, and should be so con
ducted as to result in the minimum of dislocation and demoralization 
of the existing order of things. Therefore, in addition to the exercise 
of the power of drafting soldiers and sailors by selective service; and 
in addition to the power to commandeer and take necessary physical 
property without delay, subject to subsequent compensation, there are 
two outstanding mea~mres that should be taken at the outbreak of 
another war. We should have our minds made up in advance on these 
matters and, if possible, the outlines of general legislation should be 

placed upon the statute books now and we should not wait until the 
heat and excitement and the tumult of war in order to legislate. The 
first of these is the stabilization of all prices. This can and must be 
done by the fiat of law. Only the emergency of war could justify such 
an artificial and unnatural mandate. 

STOP PROFITEERING BY STABILIZING PRICES 

Tbe stabilization of prices as contemplated by tbose familiar with the 
details essential to carry out this program of seeking to equalize the 
bm·dens and inconveniences of war, is not price :fixing as ordina.rily 
understood. It does not mean picking out different commodities and 
prescribing by statute the prices for which the. same may be sold. But 
it does mean taking the prices of all commodities as they are found 
and ascertained to prevail in a free market at a :fixed price, say, 90 
days before the declaration of war, and prescribing that the prices 
so prevailing shall be observe.d in transactions between citizens and in 
transactions of citizens with the Government. 

This is fair and just. The price of any commodity is a relative 
matter, economically considered. The real price is the quantity of 
commodity or service tba t must be given for a commodity or the quan
tity of service or commodity that may be received for a given com
modity. The excuse given during the war for the pyramiding of prices 
was that the raw material and labor, rent and interest, and other fac
tors going into other commodities had rLen and were continuing to rise, 
and, in order to meet these rises, the prices o! manufactured articles 
must be raised. In turn, labor contended that what it had to buy and 
the rents it had to pay had gone up, and it must have more wages. 
The merchants claimed that not only had commodities advanced but 
store rents advanced, clerk hire advanced, and taxes advanced, so that 
they must increase prices. These retail prices again, in their turn, 
affected the wages of the laborers and the prices of raw materials. So 
this vicious circle swung rapidly around, rising constantly higher and 
higher, to the terrific peak of more than 250 per cent of normal prices. 
The stabilization of prices will eliminate such excuses for price boosting, 
and the result will be equality and fairness to all parties concerned. 

u PAY-AS-YOU-FIGHT" PROGRA.~I 

The next step that practical men, bent upon seeking, so far as pos
sible, the ideal of justice among all citizens in the duty to make and 
carry on war, is to understand in advance that taxes, heavy taxes, 
burdensome taxes, will be imposed to meet the current expenses ot the 
war. The slogan should be, as far as possible, to " pay as you :fight," 
so that as the soldier sacrifices time and ·blood and life in carrying on 
at the front, the taxpayer back home, conducting his business, living 
with his family, shall contribute from his substance the material 
things necessary to satisfy the current demands of the :fighting fo~ces. 

The issue of bonds to :finance the war should be reduced to a mini
mum, if not entirely eliminated. Undoubtedly, the tremendous infla
tion of credit and currency and prices during the World War was due 
in part to the stupendous issues of bonds. These bonds were largely 
carried by being floated at the banks and ·the credit and currency of 
the people were almost doubled. But some may protest that to stabilize 
prices would eliminate war profiteering, and to eliminate bond issues 
would prevent inflation, so that there would be no unusual stimulus 
to business and, in fact, there might be an apparent stagnation, thus 
resulting in a diminution of incomes which, in turn, would result in 
a diminution of income taxes and, if the war should be :financed as 
fought, taxes might be so heavy as to amount in fact to a capital levy. 
That chain of argument is considered as reducing the proposition to 
an ad absurdum. But I refuse to be frightened by the thought of even 
a capital levy in order to carry on war. At most, it can but mean 
that a very small percentage of the existing capital reserves of the 
people shall be taken for the extraordinary and rrgent needs of the 
Government in time of war. 

HUMAN LIFE HIGHER THA..~ MATERIAL PROPER'I'Y 

Does not the man at the ft•ont, and all those under arms cooperating 
with him to make his :fight etrective, submit to a capital levy to a very 
teal and even terrific degree ? The best part of the assets and capital 
of the young man is his body, his health, his time--yea, his life. In 
order to defend the Nation, in order to make it secure for every man 
and woman within its bounds, in order that all may equally enjoy 
the blessings of this Nation, tbe strongest and best of our young men 
are called out to give, in unstinted measure, the riches and vested 
rights of health and strength and life. 

Is it fair, is it just, is it in conformity with that fundamental Ameri
can conception of equality of rights and equality of obligations, that 
some of our citizens should be called upon to give their all to defend 
the Nation's rights and llfe, and others, at the same time, be not called 
upon to make a sacrifice of a small proportion of accumulated capital? 
I recall these words from the inaugural address of President Warren 
G. Harding, March 4, 1921 : "There is something inherently wrong, 
something out o! accord with the ideals of representative democracy, 
when one portion of our citizenship turns its activities to private gain 
amid defensive war, while another portion is fighting, sacrificing, or 
dyillg for the national defense." 
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JUSTICE A FACTOR I~ NATIONAL DEFrnNSE 

To make effective such a program tending toward a just and fair 
distribution of the burdens of war is the greatest step in the scheme 
of national defense. It will mean that all tbe resources of the Nation 
will be directed instantly upon the outbreak of war to the making and 
gathering of such a combination of human, material, and financial re
sources as must be well-nigh irresistible. Further, it will mean that, 
among the men who are fighting and directing, among those sacrificing 
and suffeling, there will not rankle that sense of injustice and of un
fairness at the thought that others are not only escaping from the 
obligations of such a service, but are actually commercializing the Na· 
tion's needs, and profiteering upon the Nation's peril and growing dail3 
richer in the abundance of gold, out of the rich, warm blood of tht 
Nation's sons. There is an inherent and indefinable consciousness in 
every human breast of what is just and fair and right. Education may 
clarify its definition, but can neither create nor destroy its exist<>nre. 

u PAY AS YOU FIGHT n AND NO PROFITEERING IXSURES PRUDE~CE 

While this program of invoking all the resources of the Nation to 
cooperate in one combined effort of war when war is inevitable insures 
military efficiency, yet it is at the same time one of the surest guar
anties that our Nation wlll never embark upon an aggressive and unjust 
war. We are a peace-loving people. We know that we may best ac
complish our mission to build up a great Christian civilization for the 
blessing of our own people and to serve as a shining example to all 
others while peace prevails. But we are vividly conscious of our 
obligation to the ideals of the Republic. We feel that these ideals 
can only be achieved under conditions of undisputed national security. 
Much as we love peace, and l\ill insist to the limits of patience upon 
its preservation, yet, as a practical people knowing the plain lessons 
of history and the teachings of bitter experience, we refuse to live in 
a fool's paradise and to bury our beads in the sands of a false sense 
of security. But the program here outlined, of no war profits and of 
heavy war taxes, will prove an efficacious deterrent to the rash and 
111-considered agitation of chauvinists and militarists. It will compel 
certain great interests that control the mighty metropolitan dailies to 
think carefully and to speak mildly in crucial times. If the capital 
that controls newspapers knows that it can not profit and may suffer 
some of the burdens of war, it will be cautious and prudent in edi
torial utterance. The man on the street who knows that he is unfit 
by age or physical infirmity to bear a soldier's part in war, will 
restrain his tongue and DO longer agitate for war if he realizes that be 
must contribute of his subt~tance, even to the point of sacrifice, in order 
to carry on the war. 

lUGHTEOUS W AB OF DEFENSE 

With all selfish motives of pride and profit by war eliminated, with 
the hysteria and delirium of war excitement checked and restrained 
by the thought of heavy financial burdens, we may feel sure that one 
motive, and one motive only, may ever impel the good people of this 
great Republic to take up arms against another nation. That motive 
will be the defense of either the physical integrity or of the inter
national rights of the Nation. With a war caused by and based upon 
such a condition, with a situation confronting all the people, that 
means either supine submission to a foreign will or fighting in defense 
of the Nation's rights and life, there can be no question but that any 
war declared by Congress will be a just war. Being just, being 
righteous, being backed by the heart and con.science of the overwhelm
ing majority of the people, the law of selective service for human beings 
and a law to prevent profiteering by the stabilizaflon of prices and to 
require the equitable contribution of the sinews of war by those havin.g 
capital will not be a heartless mandate to compel the sullen obedience 
of the people to a harsh war program, but will be merely the legal 
measure of what all the people will cheerfully do to defend the Nation's 
cause. 

A NEW AMERICAN SLOGAN 

Therefore, are we not justified in advanci:Qg one step further in the 
crystallization of national ideals into well-remembered phrases that 
express the heart and soul of Americanism? For more than 125 
years American citizens of all sections and of all parties have ac
knowledgl'd that the epitome of American institutions finds a voice 
in the phrase: "Equal rights to all and special privileges to none." 
To that incomparable expression of the peace-time policies of our 
Nation, let us now, while the lessons of the late war are still fresh in 
every mind and hea.rt, write upon the statute books of this Republic 
laws looking toward the equalization of the obligations and hardships 
of war, and pbt·ase this other epitome of the .American war-time policy 
thus : " Equal burdens and equal sacrifices for all and special privileges 
and special profits to none." 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
:Mr. RUTHERFORD. 1\IIr. Spea.ker, I ask unanimous consent 

to extend my remarks in the REcORD by inserting an editorial 
from the Macon Telegraph on the subject of farm relief. 

LXVIII--217 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Georgia? 

Mr. UNDERHILL. I am fundamentally opposed to bringing 
~ditorials into the RECoRD. 

Mr. RUTHERFORD. I hope the gentleman will not object. 
It is but a short editorial. 

Mr. UNDERHILL. I object. 
The SPEAKER. Objection is heard. 

RELIEF OF OFFICERS .AKD FORMER OFFICERS OF THE ARMY 

Mr. STRONG of Kansas. 1\Ir. Speaker, I ask unanimous con
sent to take from tl:ie Speaker's table the bill (H. R. 3436) for 
the relief of certain officers, and for other purposes, with Senate 
amendments, disagree to the Senate amendments, and ask for a 
conference. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Kansas asks unani
mous consent to take from the Speaker's table House bill 3436. 
disagree to the Senate amendments, and ask for a conference. 
The Clerk will report the bill by title. 

The Clerk read as follows : 
A bill (H. R. 3436) for the relief of certain officers and former officers 

of the Army of the United States, and for other purposes. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 
Mr. GARNER of 'l'exas. I shall object until the gentleman 

makes his request in accordance with what I said this morning 
and yesterday morning. The gentleman ought to read the REc
ORD. He will learn that in course of time. 

Mr. STRONG of Kansas. I have consulted the minority 
members of the committee, and this request is in accordance 
with theiJ.· desire. 

1\Ir. CRAMTON. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to object, 
this is a department bill, as I understand, entitled: 

For the relief of certain officers and former officers of the Army of 
the United States, and for othl'r purposes. 

As passed by the House it contained only a collection of non
controversial items to enable the War Department to straighten 
up its accounts with certain officers. The Senate has placed 
upon the bill 11 amendments that impose upon the bill an in
crease of some $700,000 and sends certain important claims to 
the Court of Claims. Nqne of these 11 amendments are germane 
to the bill as it passed the House. 

No Member of the House depending upon the title of the bill 
would ·have any notice whatever as to the character of the 
legislation placed in the bill by the other body. It is not good 
legislative practice, and I shall be obliged to object to the bill 
going to conference unless we can be assured by the gentleman 
from Kansas that the House conferees will not accept those 
amendments placed in the bill by the Sena,te that are not 

. germane to the House bill. 
Mr. STRONG of Kansas. I can assure the gentleman that 

that course will be followed. I would like to say further that 
the War Claims Committee, after considering Civil War claims 
for 50 years, adopted a rule to the effect that it would not 
report favorably any claims which directly or indirectly grew 
out of any war prior to the Spanish-Amel'ican War. The 
claims put in this bill by the Senate committee are Civil War 
claims which our committee, without a suspension of rules, is 
not in a position to favorably approve, and I certainly am not 
in a position to consent to those claims remaining in the bill. 

Mr. HILL of Maryland. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to 
object, I hope the gentleman does not include in those claims 
that very meritorious and just claim Qf the State of Massachu
setts and that meritorious and just claim of Baltimore City for 
interest. 

1\lr. STRONG of Kansas. I certainly do include those claims. 
Our committee held hearings, at which the gentleman from 
Maryland was present, and took no favorable action on them. 

:Mr. HILL of Maryland. No. The committee said it could 
not take any further action because of its rule, but I hope the 
gentleman will give those claims most serious consideration. 

l\Ir_ STRONG of Kansas. The committee could have sus-
pended its rule, but did not do so. The claims were not con
sidered to be either just or legal claims against the Government. 

Mr. HILL of Maryland. Then I shall have to object. 
1\Ir. STRONG of Kansas. The gentleman can object, but 

I certainly can not consider agreeing to recommend the pay
ment of those claims. 

1\Ir. HILL of Maryland. Then I shall not object. 
The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 

gentleman from Kansas? 
There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER appointed the following conferees: Messrs. 

STRONG of Kansas, WINTER, and LoWREY. 
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CONFERENCE REPOR~"CRG~T DEFICIENCY APPROPRIATION BILL 

1\lr. WOOD. Mr. Speaker, I desire to call up the conference 
report on the bill (H. R. 16462) making appropriations to supply 
urgent deficiencies in certain appropriations for the fiscal year 
ending June 30, 1927, and prior fiscal years, and to pro~de 
urgent supplemental appropriations for the fiscal year ending 
June 30, 1927, and for other purposes. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Indiana calls up the 
conference report on House bill 16462, which the Clerk will 
report. 

The Clerk read the conference report. 
The conference report and statement are as follows: 

CONFERENCE REPORT 

The committee of conference on the disagreeing votes of the 
two Houses on the amendments of the Senate numbered 8, 9, 
and 10 to the bill (H. R. 16462) making appropriations to 
supply urgent deficiencies in certain appropriations for the fiscal 
year ending June 30, 1927, and prior fiscal years, and to prO
vide urgent supplemental appropriations for the fiscal year 
ending June 30, 1927, and for other purposes, having met, after 
full and free conference, have been unable to agree. 

WILL R. WooD, 
LOUIS c. CRAMTON, 
JosEPH W. BYRNS, 

Managers <m the part of the House. 
F. E. W mEN, 
CHARLES CURTIS, 
LEES. OVERMAN, 

Man-agers on the part of the Senate. 

STATEMENT 

The managers on the part of the House at the conference on 
the disagreeing votes of the two Houses on the amendments of 
the Senate numbered 8, 9, and 10 to the bill (H. R. 16462) 
making appropriations to supply urgent deficiencies in certain 
appropriations for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1927, and 
prior fiscal years, and to provide urgent supplemental appro
priations for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1927, and for 
other purposes, report that they have been unable to agree 
with the managers on the part of the Senate on the following 
amendments : 

On Nos. 8 and 9, relating to the limitation inserted by the 
Senate on the appropriation for refunding taxes illegally col
lected. 

On No. 10, relating to refund of taxes imposed by the revenue 
acts of 1918, 1921, and 1924 upon certain automobile parts and 
accessories. 

WILL R. Woon, 
LOUIS 0. CRAMTON, 
JosEPH W. BYRNS, 

Managers on the part of the House. 

1\Ir. WOOD. Mr. Speaker, I ask that the items in disagree
ment be i·ead, and I also ask unanimous consent that items 8 
and 9, which refer to the same thing, be considered together. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the two amendments 
in disagreement, and, without objection, they will be considered 
together. 

There was no objection. 
The Clerk read as follows : 
Amendment 8, page 10, after the figures " 1928 " in line 10, insert : 

" Pt·ovided, That no part of this appropriation shall be used to pay 
any claim in· excess of $50,000 until such claim shall be approved by 
the Comptroller ~neral of the United States in accordance with exist· 
ing law: Pr·ovided." · 

Amendment 9 : Insert the word " further." 

M.r. WOOD. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House further 
insist upon its disagreement to these two amendments. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Indiana moves that 
the House further insist upon its disagreement to these two 
amendments. 

The question was taken ; and on a division (demanded by 
Mr. WooD) there were--ayes 128, noes 8. 

So the motion was agreed to. 
The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the next amendment 

in disagreement. 
The Olerk read as follows: 
Amendment No. 10 : Page 10, line 18, after the word • each," strike 

out the remainder of the page and all of page 11 down to and blcluding 
t.Jle word " commissioner " In line 19. 

Mr. WOOD. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House further 
insist upon its disagreement to this amendment, and I desire 
to be heard for a moment. 

1\Ir. Speaker and gentlemen of the House, there has already 
been discussion upon this item. This is the item put in this 
bill by the House with reference to a refund upon certain er
roneous taxes, so declared by the courts, levied upon certain 
auxiliary parts to automobiles. Th'e amount of ~ involved, 
in round :figures, is some $29,000,000. The Senata amendment 
strikes out the House language. The provi~ion stricken out is 
so framed that the men who paid these taxes will get them and 
the language is so framed that it makes it incumbent upon the 
manufacturer, if he claims the refund, to see to it that the ulti
mate consumers who paid these taxes obtain th'ese refunds, 
and in order that we may be assured that the men who paid 
these taxes get the refund the provision requires the manufac
turer to give a bond whereby he undertakes to pay to the ulti
mate consumers the taxes that were paid by the ultimate con
sumers. If the manufactm·er does not do that, he is required 
under the bond to pay that money back into the Treasm·y of 
the United States within a period of six months. Objection 
was raised in the other body and this provision was stricken 
out, and that enables the manufacturer to get the refund. He 
is the last man who ought to hav·e it, because he did not pay 
the tax. The ultimate consumer is the man who did pay it, 
and in order that he may receive it we have put this language 
in the bill, making it obligatory, under a bond, that he does 
receive it. 

Suppose this provision is not carried in the bill. There is 
$29,000,000 in taxes of this character subject to be claimed by 
the manufacturers, and I dare say not one cent on the dollar 
will ever get into the hands of the men who actually paid it. 
In most cases it would be impossible for the manufacturer to 
find him ; he would make no effort whatever to find him ; and 
this would be just that much velvet in the pockets of the manu
facturers. It would be unjust not only to the ultimate con
sumer but would be an evasion of the law resulting in these 
gentlemen getting into their pockets millions of dollars to which 
they are not entitled. 

The Senate has persisted in its disagreement. This mutter 
has not been taken back to the Senate, and it is my pm·pose 
to bring this particular amendment up here now in order that 
we may have a record vote upon it to express the views of the 
House. If the Members of the House, in justice to the men 
who paid this tax, want to se·e them get this money through a 
refund to them, we should further insist upon our disagreement 
and endeavor to retain this provision in the bill. 

Mr. LINTIDCUl\1. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. WOOD. I yield. 
Mr. LINTIDCUM. I am entirely in sympathy with the 

gentleman on this matter, but I wanted to ask about the other 
amendment for the refund of taxes. What was done about 
that? 

Mr. WOOD. That is still in disagreement, and we have 
already been instructed by a vote of this House, given just a 
moment ago, to fm·ther insist on our disagreement. 

Mr. BYRNS. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. WOOD. I yield ·to the gentleman from Tennessee. 
Mr. BYRNS. Is it not a fact that the Deputy Commissioner 

of Internal Revenue stated to the committee that there were a 
number of former employees of the Treasury who had gone out 
and gotten up contracts for the collection of this money? 

Mr. WOOD. That is couect. 
1\Ir. ARENTZ. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. WOOD. Yes. 
Mr. ARENTZ. Is it not a fact that the House has gone a 

little too far in this matter in one respect? For instance, take 
the matter of the linoleum on the running board of automo
biles. I understand the committee has placed that item as 
one of the accessories of automobiles, the tax on which is to be 
returned to the consumer. How are we going to arrive at that? 

Mr. WOOD. I will say to the gentleman that only those 
taxes will be returned to the consumer which the manufac
turer sees fit to return if this provision is not relevant. 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. WOOD. Yes. 
Mr. GARNER of Texas. If you can not return it to the 

consumer, or if you can not arrive at a method of returning it 
to the consumer, ought it to be returned to the manufacturer? 

Mr . .ARENTZ. It should not be returned to the manufacturer. 
Mr. GARNER of Texas. Under that situation it will not be 

returned at all. 
Mr. ARENTZ. That is what should be done. 
Mr. CIDNDBLOM. Will the gentleman yield? 
Ml'. WOOD. I yield to the gentleman. 

./ 
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Mr. CIDNDBLOM. Perhnps it should be said that this is 

ouly a limitation upon the appropriation contained in this bill. 
Mr. WOOD. That is correet. 
1\lr. CHINDBLOM. And the entire subject will be open for 

permanent legislation through consideration hereafter by the 
'Vays and Means Committee. 

Mr. WOOD. That is true. If it is established that any 
injustice has been done to anybody, and we have th~ assurance 
of the Ways and Means Committee that if any of these gentle
men can show any injustice has been done to them, the com
mittee will pro\lde a way to correct sueh injustice. 

Mr. Speaker, I demand the yeas and nays upon this question. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The question wa · taken ; and there were-yeas 348, nays 1, 

an!'wered "present" 3, not voting 81, as follows: 

Ackerman 
Adkins 
Aldrich 
Allen 
Allgood 
Almon 
Andrl:'sen 
Andrew 
Appleby 
Arentz 
Arnold 
As well 
Auf der Heide 
Ayres 
Bacharach 
Bachmann 
Bacon 
Bailey 
Bankhead 
Barbour 
Barkley 
Beck 
Beers 
Begg 
Bell 
Berger 
Blaclt, N.Y. 
Black, Tex. 
Bland 
Blanton 
Bloom 
Boies 
Bowles. 
Bowling 
Bowman 
Box 
Boylan 
Bt·and, Ga. 
Brand. Ohio 
Briggs 
Brigham 
Browne 
Browning 
Brumm 
Buchanan 
Bulwinkle 
Burdick 
Burtness 
Burton 
Busby 
Byrns 

g:~R~~n 
Cannon 
C'arew 
Carpenter 
Cnrss 
Carter, Calif. 
Carter, Okla. 
Celler 
Chalmers 
Chapman 
Cbindblom 
Clague 
Cochran 
Cole 
Collier 
Collins 
Colton 
Connally, Tex. 
Connery 
Connolly, Pa. 
Cooper, Ohio 
Cooper, Wis. 
Corning 
Cox 
Cramton 
Cri8p 
Crumpacker 
Cullen 
Dallinger 
Darrow 
Davis 
Deal 
Denison 
Dicldnson, Iowa 
Dickinson, Mo. 

[Roll No. 27] 

YEA8-348 

Dominick 
Dough ton 
Douglass 
Dowell 
Doyle 
Drane 
Drewry 
Driver 
Dyer· 
Eaton 
Edwards 
Ellis 
Eslick 
Esterly 
Evans 
Faust 
Fenn 
Fish 
Fi!;her 
Fitzgerald, W. T. 
Fletcher· 
Fort 
Frear 
Free 
Frepman 
Fulmer 
Funk 
Furlow 
Gallivan 
GambriU 
Garber 
Gardner. Ind. 
Garner, Tex. 
Garrett, Tenn. 
Garrett, Tex. 
Gasque 
Gibson 
Gifford 
Glynn 
Goodwin 
Green, Fla. 
Green, Iowa 
Greenwood 
Grie. t 
Griffin 
Hadley 
Hale 
Hall, Ind. 
Ilall, N. Dak. 
Hammer 
Hardy 
Hare 
IIari'ison 
Hastings 
Haugen 
Hawley 
Hickey 
Hill, Ala. 
Hill, Md. 
Hill, Wash. 
Hoch 
Hogg 
Holaday 
Hooper 
Ilouston 
Howard 
Huddleston 
Hull, Tenn. 
Hull, Morton D. 
Hull, William E. 
Irwin 
Jacobstein 
Jeffers 
Jenkins 
Johnson, Ill. 
Johnson, Ind. 
Johnson, Ky. 
Johnson, S. Dale. 
Johnson, Tex. 
Jones 
Kahn 
Kearns 
Keller 
K€lly 
Kemp 
Kerr 
Ketcham 

Kiefner Romjue 
Kie::;s Rouse 
Kincheloe RowiJottom 
Kindred Rubey 
Kirk Rutherford 
Knutson Sabath 
Kopp Sanders, Tex. 
Kunz Sandlin 
Kvale Schafer 
LaGuardia Schneider 
Lampert Sears, Fla. 
Lanham Shallenberger 
Lankford Shreve 
Larsen Simmons 
Lazaro Sinclair 
Lea, Calif. Sinnott 
Leatller·wood Smith 
Leavitt Smithwick 
Letts Snell 
Linthicum Somers, N. Y. 
Little Speaks 
Lowrey Spearing 
Lozier Sproul, Ill. 
Luce Sproul, Kans. 
Lyon Stalker 
McDuffie Steagall 
McFadden SteYenson 
McKeown Sti·ong, Kans. 
McLaughlin, Nebr. Summers, Wash. 
Mc::Uillan Sumners, •.rex. 
McReynolds Swank 
McSwain Swartz 
McSwel:'ney Sweet 
MacGregor Swing 
Madlll:'n Taylor, Colo. 
Magee, N. Y. Taylor, N.J. 
Magee, Pa. Taylor, Tenn. 
Magrady Taylor, W.Va. 
Major Temple 
Mansfield ThatchPr 
Mapes Thomas 
Martin, La. Thompson 
Martin, Mass. Thurston 
Menges Tilson 
Merritt Timberlake 
Michener '.finchl:'r 
Miller Tinkham 
Milligan Tolley 
Montgomery Treadway 
Mooney Tucker 
Moore, Ky. Tydings 
Moore, Ohio 'Cnderwood 
Moo1·e, Va. rpdike 
Morehead l'pshaw 
Morgan Vaile 
Morrow Vestal 
Murphy Yincent, Mich. 
Nelson, Me. Vinson, Ky. 
Nelson, Mo: Voigt 
Newton, Minn. Wainwright 
Norton Warren 
O'Connell, R. I. Wason 
O'Connor, La. Watres 
Oldfield Watson 
Parker Weaver 
Parks Wefald 
Patterson Weller 
Peavey Welch, Calif. 
Peery Welsh, Pa. 
Perkins Wheeler 
Porter White, Kans. 
Pou White, Me. 
Pratt Whitehead 
Pu~nell Whittington 
Qum Williams, Ill. 
Ra~ou Williams, Tex. 
Ramey Williamson 
Rams.eyer Wilson, La. 
Rankm Wilson, Miss. 
Ransley Winter 
Rathbone Wolverton 
Rayburn Wood 
Reece Woodrutr 
Reid. Ill: Woodrum 
Robinnon, Iowa Wright 
Robsion, Ky. Wurzbacb 
Rogers Ziblman 

NAYS-1 
McLeod 

ANSWER_ED "PRESENT "-3 
Christopherson Hersey Oliver, Ala. 

NOT VOTING-81 
Abernethy French Manlove 
Anthony Frothingham Mead 
Beedy Gilbert Michaelson 
Bixler Golder Mills 
Britten Goldsborough Montague 
Butler Gorman Morin 
Cleary Graham Nelson, Wis. 
Coyle Hayden Newton, Mo. 
Crosser Hudson O'Connell, N.Y. 
Crowther Hudspeth O'Connor, N.Y. 
Curry James Oliver, N.Y. 
Davenport Johnson, Wash. Pl:'rlman 
Davey Kendall Phillips 
Dempsey King Prall 
Dickstein Kurtz Quayle 
Elliott Lee, Ga. Reed, Ark. 
Englebright Lehlbach Reed, N.Y. 
Fairchild Lindsay Sanders, N.Y. 
l•'itzgerald, Roy G. Lineberger Scott 
f.'oss McClintic Sears, Nebr. 
Fredericks McLaughlin, Mich.Seger 

Sosnowski 
Stedman 
Stephens 
Stollbs 
Strong, Pa. 
St'other 
Sullivan 
Swoope 
Taber 
Tillman 
Underllill 
Vare 
Vinson, Ga. 
Walt€rs 
Wingo 
Woodyard 
Wyant 
Yates 

So ~lr. WooD's motion to further insist was agreed to. 
The following pairs were announced : 
Mr. Butlet· with Mr. Hudspeth. 
Mr. Newton of Missouri with Mr. Crosser. 
l\lr. Spger with Mr. Montague. 
Mr. Strong of Pennsylvania with Mr. Quayle. 

· Mr. Graham with 1\Ir. Wingo. 
1\lr. Kendall with Mr. O'Connell of New York. 
:.\lr. Kurtz with Mr. McClintic. 
Mr. Michaelson with Mr. Gilbert. 
~lr. Anthony with Mr. Davey. 
l\fr. McLaughlin of Michigan with Mr. Abernethy. 
Mr. Crowther with ::\Ir. Cleary. 
Mr. ::Uanlove with Mr. Goldsborough. 
:\Ir. Curry with :Mr. Lindsay. 
Mr·. French with Mr. Mead. 
:Mr. lludson with Mr. O'Connor of New York. 
Mr. King with l\lr. Stedman. 
Mr. Yates with Mr. Tillman. 
Mr. rnderhill with 1\fr. Vinson of Georgia. 
Mt·. Stl:'phem: with Mr. Sullivan. 
Mr. Ree<.l of New York with Mr. Reed of Arkansas. 
:.\Ir. :Morin with Mr. Lee of Georgia. 
Ir. Wyant with Mr. Prall. 

Mr. Lehlbach with Mr. Hayden. 
Mr .. Johnson of Wasbin!cton with Mr. Oliver of New York. 
l\lr. Dempsey with Mr. Dickstein. 
:\lr. Elliott with Mr. Nelson of Wisconsin. 

Mr. OLIYER of Alabama. Mr. Speaker, I wish to vote 
"aye." 

The SPEAKER. Was the gentleman in the Hall and listen-
ing when his name should have been called? 

l\lr. OLIYER of Alabama. I was not. 
The SPEAKER. The gentleman does not qualify. 
Mr. DAVIS. Mr. Speaker, if I had been present I would have 

voted "aye." 
1\Ir. CHRISTOPHERSON. I did not get in until after my 

name was ca lied. 
The SPEAKER. The gentleman does not qualify. 
'l'he re::;ult of the vote was announced as above recorded. 

.ADDRESS OF HON. NICHOLAS LONGWORTH, SPEAKER OF THE HOUSE 
OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Mr. TILSON. .Mr. Speaker. at Memorial Hall last night the 
Speaker of the House delivered an address on a topic of great 
importance, and I think the membership of the House and the 
country at large will be interested in reading what he said. I 
therefore ask unanimous consent to extend my remarks in the 
RECORD by printing the address made at Memorial Hall last 
night by the Speaker of the House. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 
There was no objection. [Applause.] 
1\fr. TILSOX Mr. Speaker, under the leave to extend i:ny 

remarks in the RECORD, I include the following !OpeE>ch of the 
Speaker [Mr. LONGWORTH] at the Daughters of the American 
Revolution Memorial Hall last evening: 

THE NATIO~AL DEFENSE 

Mr. LONGWORTH. The framers of the Constitution of the United States 
wrote this as its preamble : 

" We, the people of the United States, in order to form a more per
fect Union, establish justice, insure domestic tranquillity, provide for the 
common defense, promote the general welfare, and secure the blessin~ 
of liberty to ourselves and QUr posterity, do ordain and establish thill 
Constitution for the United States of America." 

Of these six definite purposes for which the Constitution was ordained. · 
the latter three pertain definitely and directly to the national defl:'nse. 
Later in the Constitution are provided 18 different powers whicll are 
delegated to the Congress. Of these, 10 are closely allied with the national 
defense. It is, therefore, especially and peculiarly the duty or Congress 
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to see to tt that adequate equipment and preparation for the common 
defense shall be at all times maintained, " in order to promote the gen
eral welfare and secure the blessings of liberty to ourselves and our 
posterity." 

For myself I have during my congressional life held it to be my para
mount duty to abide by these principles as promulgated by the fathers 
of the Republic. I have at all times declined to support legislation 
which I thought tended to bring the national defensive equipment below 
the point of thorough adequacy. ll I have erred or shall err in thi.s 
regard, it bas been and always will be in the direction of securing the 
best possible protection for the interests of my country and my family. 

It is the devout wish of us all, I am sure, that we of America may 
never be forced to the necessity of defending our institutions by 
armed force, but we would be blind indeed as a Nation if we did 
not recognize the fact that the world has been by no means purged 
of malice, hatred, greed for economic advantage, and lust for terri
torial acquisition ; and so, if we guard ourselves and our possessions 
scrupulously from what might result from the exercise of these pas
sions no right-minded nation can find cause either to object or to 
fear. 

The defensive branch of the Government is our Army and Navy. 
It costs less than one-fifth of our total national expenditures to 
maintain them, an amount relatively small as compared with the 
military establishments of other nations. Are we maintaining our 
Army and Navy to-day at a standard of efficiency adequate to the 
thorough protection of our interests'/ As to the Army, I would say 
"Yes." I believe that the Army appropriation bill, now in conference, 
as it passed both the Honse and Senate, makes adequate provision 
for that branch of ·our military equipment. It must not be over
looked, however, that in making adequate provision we exceeded in 
quite 'SUbstantial degree the estimates and recommendations of the 
Bureau of the Budget. 

With regard to the Navy, however, I would say emphatically "No," 
certainly as to the bill in the form in which it passed the House, 
and in that bill we adhered to the estimates and recommendations of 
the Bureau of the Budget. 

I do not mean in any way to criticize the efficiency of this bureau 
or to decry its value. It performs a most useful function in helping 
Congress to keep down expenditures to the lowest possible point. 
But, after all, it is the Congress and not the Bureau of the Budget 
that is responsible to the people of the United States. In appro
priating money from the National Treasury I think we should follow 
the Budget estimates as closely as possible, but to follow them blindly 
at all times, particularly in questions relating to the defense of the 
Nation, for which that bureau is in no way responsible, would be 
to abdicate our responsibilities and become mere rubber stamps. 

I th1nk I need not dwell before an audience like this upon the im
portance to the country, both in time of war and in time of peace, 
of maintaining a thoroughly adequate Navy. It iB vital at all times 
for the protection of our foreign commerce, not only for our export 
trade but for our industries at home, which require an increasing 
number of necessary goods whlcb we can not produce within our own 
boundaries, such as rubber, cotl'ee, jute, and potash. Even in products 
as plentiful here as iron ore and oil we are dependent to an increasing 
extent on imports. 

For the protection of our foreign policies a thoroughly adequate Navy 
ts 'fital at all times, for these policies are no stronger than our fleet. 
You will all recall an incident in the administration of President 
Roosevelt when the preservation of the Monroe doctrine was at stake. 
In 1902 Germany bad declined to arbitrate certain claims against 
Venezuela, and the German fleet was about to seize territory there. 
While it was announced that the seizure was to be only temporary, it 
did not require a stretch of the imagination to prophesy that the 
territory would be held permanently as a naval base near the Panama 
Canal. At that juncture President Roosevelt sent for the German 
ambassador and advised him in no uncertain terms that unless Ger
many agreed to arbitrate he would send Admiral Dewey to Venezuela 
wifh the American fleet under orders to prevent the seizure of territory. 
Facing this situation, the German Emperor agreed to arbitrate. 

I leave to your lmagination what would have happened to the 
Monroe doctrine if the President had been unable then to call for the 
use of adequate sea power. 

I am entirely confident that the great majority of the American 
people demand a tboro'ugbly adequate Navy. Certainly they indorsed 
the most ambitious building program that we ever undertook shortly 
after the war, which if completed within a few years would have made 
us by far the most formidable sea power among the nations. That 
program undoubtedly would have been completed bad it not been for 
the conference held in Washington in ·1921 for the reduction of 
armam.ent. 

We went into that conference, potentially at least, the greatest sea 
power of them all, and we emerged having made by far the greatest 

sacrifices. It was hailed as a smashing victory for peace, but what do 
you th.ink the people would have said at that time if, having reduced 
our Navy to a level with Great Britain and in a ratio of 5 to 3 with 
Japan, it had been announced that we intended to actually go below 
the naval strength of those powers. I believe that the American 
people would have voiced their indignation in no uncertain terms. 
Certainly no such policy was contemplated at that time by those in 
authority. Secretary Hughes, who probably more than anyone else 
was responsible for the successful outcome of the conference, said not 
long afterwards at a celebration on Navy Day, on October 26, 1922-: 

" The celebration of Navy day bas my hearty approval. This Gov
ernment has taken the lead in securing the reduction of naval arma
ment, but the Navy we retain under the agreement should be main
tained with efficient personnel and pride in the service. It is essential 
that we should maintain the relative naval strength of the United 
States. That, In my judgment, is the way to peace and security. It 
will be upon that basis that we would enter in future conferences or 
make agreements for limitation, and it would be folly to undermine our 
position." 

That statement has my thorough and absolute approval. I stand 
precisely where Secretary Hughes then stood and no doubt stands 
to-day. I said in the House recently, and I say to-night, that while 
we owe an obligation to the nations participating in that conference 
not to exceed the 5-5--3 ratio, we owe an equally great obligation to 
the American people not to go below it. 

What iB the situation to-day with regard to the Navy? We entered 
the Washington conference in a position of distinct superiority over all. 
We emerged from the conference in a position of exact equality with 
the greatest of the naval powers. 

To-day I grieve to say we are in a position of distinct inferiority to 
Great Britain and not so very far away from Japan. To me this lapse 
from our former high estate is nothing short of lamentable, if not 
huilliliating, and it will become increasingly aggravated if the bill as it 
passed the House should become law. The main point at issue between 
the two Houses of Congress is the appropriation for the commencement 
of the buUding of three cruisers now authorized by law, but the authori
zation for whlch will lapse on the 1st of next July if no appropriation 
Is made. By a majority of two the House, following the recommenda
tion of the Bureau of the Budget, fa1led to make any appropriation. 
The Senate made an appropriation-small, but sufficient to begin the 
work and keep the authority alive. It is not often that I am willing 
to admit it, but in this case the Senate was right and the House was 
wrong, and I will continue to think so until the House, as I have every_ 
hope and confidence it will do, reverses its position. The leading argu
ment of those in the House who opposed any appropriation was that 
another limitation of armament conference might be held in the com
paratively near future and that under the circumstances we should 
proceed with no new actual building program. To my mind that argu
ment refutes itself. I have not the slightest doubt that it was 
our commanding strength and generous willingness to make great 
sacrifices that brought about the successful result of the Washington 
conference. 

To-day we are in no such position of superiority, but rather in a 
position of inferiority. We must then take up the question of a new 
conference on the limitation of armament, not as a Nation willing to 
make great sacrifices in the cause of peace but as a Nation begging 
others to make sacrifices themselves. In days like this, when it is 
regrettable though undoubtedly true, that we have incurred the envy, 
if not the hatred and enmity, of most of the great nations, we can not 
expect much of that sort of consideration in their councils as might be 
due to a liking for us or gratitude for service or sacrifices we have 
offered in the past. 

Our influence among the nations of the world, not only for our 
own interests but for the interest of enduring peace, must come from 
strength, not from weakness ; from industrial and financial strength 
backed up by a competent military power, for the first two without the 
latter would be of no avail. 

That we may be secure at home, and that our influence may be felt 
abroad, we must bave an adequate Navy, and by adequate I mean a 
Navy which shall measure up the ratio agreed u110n at the Washington 
conference. I hold that the American people believed, and had the 
right to believe, that we intended to live up to that agreement. Surely 
no foreign nation can complain if we abide by the terms of our contract. 
We have been more than just to the nations of the world. Let us be 
just to ourselves. 

CONVEYANCE OF LAND IN .ALABAMA FOB PARK .AND GAME PRESERVE 
PURPOSES 

Mr. ALLGOOD. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
take from the Speaker's table the bill H. R. 11421. and concur 
in the Senate amendment. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the title. 
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The Clerk read the title, as follows: r and happiness of our people are dependent upon the success of 
An act (H. R. 11421) to provide for conveyance of certain lands in the tillers of the soil. 

the State of Alabama fot· State pa.rk and game preserve purposes. As we all know, the farmer as a class is the conservative 
The Senate amendment was read force of th~ Nation. lle is the producer of new wealth. AU 
The Senate amendment was agr~ed to. weal!h sprmgs from mother eart.h. Every year .the farmer, 

by h1s labor, affords the opportumty for the combmed acts of 
THE M'NARY-HAUGEN FARM RELIEF BILL 

1\Ir. HAUGEN. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House resolve 
itself into Committee of the Whole House ·on the state of the 
Union for the fur·ther consideration of the bill H. R. 15474, the 
farm relief bill. 

The motion was agreed to. 
Accordingly the House resolved itself into Committee of the 

Whole House on the state of the Union, with Mr. MAPES in the 
chair. 

The CHAIRMAN. The House is in Committee of the Whole · 
House on the state of the Union for the consideration of the 
bill of which the Clerk will read the title. 

The Clerk read as follows : 
A bill (H. R. 15474) to establish a Federal farm board to aid in the 

orderly marketing and in the control and disposition of the surplus of 
agricultural commodities. 

1\Ir. HAUGEN was recognized. 
Mr. ASWELL. Mr. Chairman, may I inquire how much 

time the gentleman has yielded himself? · 
Mr. HAUGEN. I hope to get through in half an hour or 

three-quarters of an hour. 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Iowa will be rec

ognized for one hour. 
Mr. HAUGEN. Mr. Chairman and Members, I appreciate 

that in the discussion of farm-relief legislation there are many 
differences of opinion. I appreciate that there are many cur
rents and cross currents in respect to its accomplishment; 
although there are differences of opinion I appreciate that all 
Members, regardless of their political affiliation or their per
sonal interests, are honest in their convictions, that they are 
earnest and sincere in the advocacy of the principles and poli
cies which they advocate. 

The continued economic depression is generally acknowledged. 
I believe we all agree that recent experience has demonstrated 
with absolute finality that the stability, growth, and greatness 
of our Nation depends on our basic industry-agriculture. Ad
verse economic conditions are generally acknowledged and the 
facts are known to all Members of the House, and therefore 
it does not seem necessary at this time to discuss the unfor
tunate conditions or the results of the continued economic de
pression, and the urgent need of legislation generally believed 
to be necessary to restore normal and better conditions, not 
only to agriculture but to labor and to every activity in order 
that we may have the fullest development of every worthy 
and legitimate enterprise. 

It is generally believed that this depressed condition is con
fined to certain sections of this country, that it is local and 
not general, which is, of course, a misconception of the fact. 
My State has been given more publicity than any other, due 
to the fact that the Corn Belt conference was held at Des 
Moines. But on examination of the various reports, the offi
cial reports, the commercial and industrial reports, we find 
that the conditions are as acute in one State as in the other, 
in the North, in the South, in the East, and in the West. 

Turn to the last report of the Attorney General in respect 
to the number of cases in bankruptcy. We find that out of 
the 47,000 cases in bankruptcy, 7,777 are classed as farmers. 
Bear in mind that does not include the hundreds of thousands 
of mortage foreclosures or the number of cases in voluntary 
liquidation-an astonishing fact. Bankruptcy among the farm
ers increased from 1910 to 1924 1,000 per cent as in contrast 
with others. Turn to the report of the Comptroller of the 
Treasury. We find in respect to banks closing that the number 
increased from 49 in 1920 to 57 4 in 1926, an increase of 1 200 
per cent in a few years. 'Ve recall the report of Secretary 
Wallace only a few years ago. He pointed out the fact that 
1,200,000 people had left the farm and moved elsewhere to 
improve their condition. In New York alone 100,000 left in a 
single year. In 15 corn and wheat growing States 24% per 
cent of owners of farms were in fact bankrupt. Is there any 
question as to the condition? 

Numerous press, private, commercial, and industrial reports 
show clearly the unfortunate conditions. The National In
dustrial Conference Board, of New York, published last April 
a comprehensive report, made after an exhaustive study by the 
commercial, industrial, and railroad. interests, that upon agri· 
culture rests the whole structure, and the progress, prosperity, 

the soil, the sun, and the rain, to bring into existence the 
essentials of home life-the food we eat and the clothing we 
wear. 

The National Industrial Conference Board report makes it 
clear as to the important place the farmer holds in our economic 
and national life. It points out that the agricultural industry 
pays $10,000,000,000 annually for goods and services produced 
by others. It purchases about $6,000,000,00_0 worth of manu
factured products annually, or about one-tenth of the value of 
the manufactured goods produced. 

It supplies material upon which depends industries giving 
employment to over one-half of our industrial workers. 

It pays, indirectly, at least two and one-half billions of the 
wages of the urban employees. 

It supplies about one-eighth of the total tonnage of freight 
carried by our railroad systems. 

Its products constitute nearly one-half of the value of our 
exports. 

Farms and farm property represent nearly one-fifth of our 
tangible wealth. 

In recent years it has contributed about one-sixth of the 
national income. 

The current value of the capital invested in agriculture in 
1919-1920 was $65,000,000,000, as compared with forty-four 
billions invested in manufacturing industries, seven billions in 
mines and quarries, and twenty billions in railroads. 

It is reported that Government expenditures in 1924 were 
$10,252.000.000--equal to slightly more than 16 per cent of 
the total income-a per capita cost of Government of $91.47, 
or $400 per family-indeed a large di"ain on the taxpayers' 
pocketbook. The agricultural industry pays one-fifth of the 
$10.252,000,000. 

Do you wonder at the interest taken in farm-relief legisla
tion? Not only by agriculture, but by bankers, industrial, 
commercial, and railroad interests? 

We recall only a few years ago the farmers, more than 
6,000,000 in number, constituting about 35 per cent of the pur
chasing power, because of depressed conditions as the result of 
the disparity in prices between agricultural commodities and 
the products of industry, found themselves without funds or 
credit to purchase the things ·necessary to operate the farms; 
and as consumption fell, production, of course, decreased cor
respondingly, resulting in separating more than 6,000,000 wage 
earners from the pay rolls. 

With that condition prevailing, do you wonder that the rep
resentatives of labor organizations appeared before the Com
mittee on Agriculture, pleading with the committee to report 
out legislation in principle identical with the one reported? 

As stated by Edgar Wallace, representing the American 
Federation _of Labor: 

The farmers are our customers; when they have no money we can 
not work. We are the farmers' customers; when we can not buy, 
their foodstuffs pile up and lose ln value. Hence, I think it is to the 
interest of an the workers. • • • I can not see any hope for im
provement, except the farmers can buy. Those are the people on whom 
we depend. Now, Mr. Chairman, I do not see any dl1Ierence in con
fiscating a farmer's product by force or forcing upon him confiscatory 
prices tbat will have the same effect. The danger is, and I know that 
in certain places it is now taking effect, that the farmer here may also 
let his fields lie fallow and not raise the foodstuft's that are needed 
by the entire country. • • • What does it profit us if we can get 
meat for 10 cents a pound if we haven't the 10 cents? 

Yes, my friends, with the depressed conditions in agriculture, 
factories and mills crumble to pieces, railroads rust from idle
ness, and labor is out of employment. 

Now, how about the inequality between the incomes of the 
farmers and of others? 

The board reports the farmer's actual income in 1924 to be 
$730. Against the $730 he is charged with $630 for food, fuel, 
and housing offered by the farm, which leaves him $100 in cash. 
The report states that the farmer pays outside the farm for 
food, fuel, and clothing $475, which absorbs not only the $100 
cash, but leaves him short $375. He is credited with 2 per cent 
on his investment, but as all know, he pays on the average at 
least 6 per cent. If so, he is entitled to $1,200, or $800 more, if 
added to the $375. He finds himself at the end of the year 
$1,175 short. 
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The report points out the comparison of incomes of the vari

ous groups. As before stated, eliminating the interest credited 
and the items charged against his account, his income is re
ported to be $730 as compared with : 
AJl workers---------------------------------------------- $1,256 
All workers outside o! the farm---------------------------- 1, 415 
Wage earners in the manufacturing industry_________________ 1, 572 
Transportation ------------------------------------------- 2, 141 
Cieri~------------------------------------------------- 1,678 
Ministers------------------------------------------------ 1

1 
•• 2

6
D
0
_ 5
0 ~achers-------------------------------------------------

The farmer's income is reported to be about one to three to 
that of those employed in transportation and about one to two 
of all groups outside of the farms. 

Can there be any question in the mind of anyone as to the 
existing unbalanced condition? If so, I commend. a careful 
reading of President Coolidge's me sage to Congr-ess at the be
ginning of this session. In it you will find direct reference in 
these words : 

The Important place which agriculture holds in the economic and 
social life of the Nation can not be overestin1ated. The National Gov
ernment is justified in putting forth every effort to make the open 
country a desirable place to live. No condition meets this requirement 
which fails to supply a fair return on labor expended and capital 
ln~ested. 

If still there be any doubt in the mind of anyone, I most 
respectfully call attention to their party-platform pledges. I 
am sure they all have due 1·egard for their party-platform 
pledges. If one would turn to the platforms of the two major 
parties they will find, first, an acknowledgment of the direful 
conditions and second their party-platform pledge for relief. 

The Republidan Party at its national convention held at Cleve
land solemnly declared : 

We recognize that agricultural activities are still struggling with 
adverse conditions that have brought deep distress. We pledge the 
party to take whatever steps are necessary to bring back the balanced 
conditions between agriculture, industry, and labor. 

Here we have the party's acknowledgment of the adverse 
conditions and a solemn pledge to bring back the balanced 
condition between agriculture, industry, and labor. 

The Democratic Party at its national convention held at 
New York pledged itself-
to stimulate by every proper Government actirtty the progress of 
the cooperative marketing movement and to the establishment of an 
export marketing corporation or commission, in order that the export· 
able surplus may not establish the price of the whole crop. 

Here we have a pledge of the Democratic Party to stimulate 
by every proper governmental activity the progress of the 
cooperative marketing movement and a committal to the estab
lishment of an export corporation or commission in order 
that the exportable surplus may not establish the price of the 
whole crop. 

The purposes of the proposed bill is to bring back the bal
anced condition between agriculture, industry, and labor, as 
promised in the Republican platform, and to stimulate the 
progress of the cooperative marketing movement, to establish 
an export board, in order that the exportable surplus may not 
establish the plice of the whole crop, as promised in the Demo
cratic platform. Yes; not only to redeem party platform 
pledges but to comply with the urgent appeals of the thou
sands of producers, bankers, merchants, professionals, and 
so forth to restore normal and better conditions in agriculture. 

Briefly the bill in principle creates a nonsalaried nominating 
committe~ of 5 from each of the 12 land-bank districts, 4 
elected by bona fide farm organizations and cooperative asso
ciations and 1 appointed by the Secretary of Agriculture. Its 
function would be to submit to the President the names of 
three from each district eligible to appointment to the Federal 
farm board. The President shall appoint an administrative 
farm board of 12, 1 from each Federal land-bank district, 
which board is vested with powers to assist in the control and 
disposition of surpluses of basic agricultural commodities
wheat, corn, cotton, rice, and hogs-through agreements 
reached with cooperative associations or corporations or asso
ciations created by one or more of such cooperative associa
tions or other persons engaged in processing such commodities. 

In order tl1at each producer shall contribute his ratable 
sllare of the cost of marketing and receive his proportionate 
share of profit and to create a 100 per cent pool of the whole 
production the bill provides for collection of an equalization 
fee on e::tch unit of the basic agricultural commodities as it 
moves in commerce. 

It provides assistance to cooperative as ociations, in handling 
surpluses, whether basic commodities or not ; provides loans to 
cooperative associations for construction or purchase of facili
ties for storage or processing surpluses, and authorizes a re
volving fund of $250,000,000 for the purpose of making loans to 
the stabilization funds, which loans are amply protected and 
safeguarded by the collection of the equalization fees. 

Before the board can commence operations in any basic com
modity, it must recelve affirmative action by the advisory coun
cil, as well as a substantial number of coope1·ative associations 
or other organizations representative of the producers. and the 
decision of the board to operate, or to cease to operate in any 
basic commodity, must have the as ent of the board members 
representative of districts that produoe one-half or more of 
the Nation's crop of that commodity. 

There is no reference to the tariff in the proposed bill. The 
tariff provision which makes the tariff the yardstick, has been 
eliminated, but section 1, the declaration of policy, makes it 
clear as to the purposes of the bill, that is to prevent surpluses 
from unduly depressing the price obtained for the commodities 
and to protect the markets against undue and excessive fluc
tuations, and that section, together with section 6 (i), page 10, 
makes it clear that the operations of the board and agreements 
entered into, shall be performed in such manner as to carry 
out the policy declared. That, coupled with the fact that the 
make-up of the board rests entirely upon the producers, would 
make it seem safe to leave it to the discretion of the board, 
what yardstick to apply in order to carry out the declaration 
of policy. 

Section 18 of the farm export corporation bill, under consid
eration last session to establish an embargo under certain condi
tions, has been eliminated. .But section 15, definition of sale, 
reads: 

The term "sale" mea.ns a sale or other disposition in the United 
States of wheat, rice, or corn for milling or other processing for market, 
for resale, or for delivery by a common carrier--occurring after the be
ginning_ of operations of the board in respect of wheat, rice, or corn. 

which makes it clear that the collection of the equalization fee 
is to be applied on all sales, foreign or domestic production, of 
wheat, rice, and corn for milling or other processing, for market, 
for resale, or for delivery by a common carrier. 

It has been contended that the effect of the equalization fee 
will be to give the importer an advantage over the domestic 
producer, that is, that the effect will be the same as though 
the tariff had been reduced to the extent of the equalization 
fee. This contention is based upon the theory, that the importer 
would sell or process in the United States, and would not be 
subject to the payment of the fee. However, under the bill, 
the importer gains no advantage because the same equali
zation fee applies on the foreign as upon domestic production. 
If the equalization fee is imposed upon the processing, it will 
be collected upon the milling for market of all production, 
whether or not it has been imported. For wheat on hand, at 
the beginning of . the operating period, the board would un
doubtedly have to collect on the processing. In the case of 
transactions during the operating period, the board would pick 
either the sale or the transportation. Either one of which will 
get all wheat, whether intended for domestic use or foreign 
use. So that, as a result of the three weapons, the board will 
be able to apply the fee O'll all wheat entering into a commercial 
transaction during the operating period. It is not contemplated 
that the board will pick but one weapon, so that wheat not 
involved in the class of transactions covered by that weapon, 
will be immune, but, on the contrary, the three weapons are 
given the board so that it can apply the fee to all tran actions. 
It should be pointed out that the bill provides that not more 
than one fee can be collected upon any one unit of the com
modity. For example, the fee is paid upon a particular bushel 
of wheat only once, and can not be collected more than once. 

The points of difference between this b:Il and the one con
sidered by the House at the last session are as follows: 

The new bill provides for a nominating committee for each 
Federal land-bank district in lieu of the Federal farm advisory 
council. The functions of the two organizations are the same, 
namely, the selection of three nominees from each Federal land
bank district from which the President is required to make his 
appointment of the member of the Federal farm board from 
such district. 

The new bill omits cattle and butter from among the ba ic 
agricultural commodities and adds rice. 

The equalization funds are renamed stabilization funds. 
Issuance of serial receipts evidencing a participating interest 

in an equalization fund is limited to cotton in the new bill. 



1927 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE 3447 
In the olcl bill such rece~vts could be used in respect of all basic 
agricultural commoditie ·. 

In the new bill the equalization fee can be imposed at the 
time of the transportation, in lieu of tQ,e processing or sale, of 
the basic agricultural commodity. 

The new bill eliminates the provision in the former measure 
deferring collection of equalization fees for two years from the 
date of the passage of the act. 

The old bill provided that the board might require a per on 
engaged in the processing or purch~sing of a basic agricultural 
connnodity to coller·t the equalization fee from the producer. 
The new bill provides that the board may require any person 
engaged in the transportation,- processing, or purchasing to pay 
the equalization fee on the commodity as it passes through his 
hand~. 

The new bill provides that operations in a basic agricultural 
commodity shall not be commenced or terminated unless mem
bers of the board representing Federal land-bank districts, 
whil:h in the aggregate produced during the preceding crop year 
more than 50 per cent of such commodity, vote in favor thereof. 
The old bill had no corresponding provision. 

The new bill provides for a commodity advisory council for 
each basic agric-ultural commodity. There was no correspond
ing provision in the old bill. 

In tlte new bill the authorized appropriation for administra
tive expenses of the board is made $500,000, to be available for 
expenditures incurred prior to July 1, 1928. In the old bill the 
snm was $300,000 for expenditures incurred prior to July 1, 
1927. 

The new bill more clearly defines the functions of the Comp
troller General in regard to the stabilization funds and the 
revolving fund. 

The former bill authorized a revolving fund appropriation 
of $375,000,000, divided as follows: $100,000,000 for cotton, 
$250.000,000 for other basic commodities, and $25,000,000 for 
loans. This bill authorizes an appropriation of $250,000,000 
without subdividing it. 

L"nder the new bill the teim "cooperative association" means 
an association qualified under the Capper-Volstead Act. Under 
the old bUI the term "cooperative association" meant an 
a ·sociation, whether or not qualified under that act. 

In all of the other important respec-ts the old bill and the 
new bill are substantially the same. Many changes in arrange
ment and phraseology have been made. 

Not a bill to grant a subsidy or to cram down the throats of 
the producers further loans to put the farmer deeper in debt, 
no; nor that kind of legislation so generally and persistently 
opposed and objected to by practically all of the producers and 
others who favor practical, sound, sane, safe, and effective 
legislation. 

The proposed bill, although modified in some respects, in 
principle is tlle same as bills previously reported out favorably 
by the committee and given consideration by the House. 

The proposed bill is identical with the draft submitted by 
representatives of numerous farm groups, which was drafted 
in accordance with resolutions unanimously adopted and agreed 
to in various conferences held throughout the country, by repre
sentatives of farm organizations and cooperative associations, 
with the exception of amendments added to strengthen the bill 
in respect to the policy declared and make it clear that it is 
the purpose of the bill to prevent surpluses of basic agricul
tural commodities from unduly depressing the price obtained 
for such commodities, and to make it clear that the operations 
of the board shall be conducted in such a manner and the 
agreements entered into by the board during such operating 
period shall be upon such terms as will carty out the policy 
declared. 

As pointed out in the report, it has been ov-erwhelmingly 
indorsed by farm and cooperativ-e marketing associations, as 
well as by the many thousands of farmers, merchants, bankers, 
professionals, officials, and by v-arious activities from all sec
tions of the United States. Many State legislatures have by 
legislative memorials urged its enactment. 

The two similar measures which hav-e been given considera
tion by the House, as the RECORD shows, have received the un
divided vote of the Members representing agricultural dis
tricts in 20 States and a majority in more than one-half of the 
States, and, as before stated, it is generally indorsed by the 
representatives of commercial, industrial, and agricultural ac
tivities and the good men and women in the various professions 
and by representatives of labor organizations. 

Are we to turn a deaf ear to their earnest and persistent 
pleas? 

Why the acknowledged depression in the economic conditions, 
especially in agriculture? As to that there seems to be no 
question. The causes are, of course, many. The outstanding 
causes are due to the unwarranted sudden deflation policy, 
which resulted in the continued disparity in prices between 
agriculttu·al commodities and other commodities, the low price 
the farmer receives for what he sells compared with the high 
price he pays for what he has to buy to operate his farm. In 
other words, the purchasing and debt-paying power of the 
farmer's commodities is not on a parity with the purchasing 
and debt-paying power of the products of industry. Yes, in 
many instances, the purchasing and debt-paying power of agri
cultural commodities is les than one-half of the pre-war pur
chasing and debt-paying power. 

It is also due to the large exportable surplus of certain 
agricultural commodities, and the fact, as indicated in the 
Democratic platform, the price obtained from the surplus, 
establishes the price of the whole produetion. Thus prices 
are materially lower, due to the unsettled world conditions, 
and the lower cost of production in foreign countries, which 
has resulted in an inadequate return to the farmer for his 
labor, and capital invested. 

It is also due to the farmers' inability to organize so as to 
pool their whole production, and market their commodities in 
such a way as to receive full benefit of the American price 
level, as organized industry and labor do. 

It is generally conceded in the case of the producer of a 
commodity of which there is a large exportable surplus that 
in the absence of an organization vested with power to pool 
its whole production, the price obtained for the exportable 
surplus establishes the price of the whole production. 

On the other hand, an organization which has a monopoly, 
or which has the power to pool its whole production, is in 
position to sell part of its production for domestic consump
tion, at the world price plus the tariff, and transportation 
charges incidental to the importation of the competitive article, 
without affecting the domestic price, and thus materially ad
vancing the average price of the whole production to the pro
ducer; the average price, being the world price-the highest 
net price obtainable in the world market-plus the increase 
occasioned by the higher price on the part sold for domestic 
consumption. 

Take, for example, wheat, of which there is generally a large 
exportable sm·plus. Generally the Liverpool market estab
lishes the world price, which in turn is reflected in the do
mestic price. As a l'esult, notwithstanding the 42 cents tariff 
on wheat, the Liverpool price much of the time ranges from 
15 cents to 30 cents above the Chicago price. Hence, in case 
of large exportable surplus, the producers sell their surplus 
in connection with the surpluses of other nations produced by 
underpaid labor, on their fertile land, in many cases selling 
for less than one-fourth of the price of the American farm. 
Therefore, little if any benefit is received from the tariff. _ 

On the other lland, if a 100 per cent pool were effected, the 
pool would be in position to establish a price on wheat for 
domestic consumption, equivalent to the cost of foreign pro
duction plus the tariff, transportation, and other expenses 
incidental to the importation of the foreign production. In 
other words, considering Winnipeg, Canada, our competitor 
in wheat, the pool would be in position to establish a domestic 
price for domestic consumption at the Winnipeg price, plus 
the tariff, and the cost of delivery to our port of entry. As
suming that the Winnipeg and Minneapolis wheat price to be 
$1 and the cost of delivering Winnipeg wheat to our port of 
entry to be 8 cents per bushel, and the present rate of tariff 
42 cents, the cost of the Canadian wheat here would be $1.50 
per bushel, an increase in price of 50 cents per bushel over 
the Winnipeg price. Our normal production of wheat is 
approximately 800,000,000 bushels, and our domestic require
ments are about 700,000,000 bushels. If the wllole produc
tion were pooled and marketed and the 700,000,000 bushels 
sold at $1.50, and the 100,000,000 bushels sold in competition 
with Canadian wheat, at the world price, the net profit to the 
producers would be 50 cents per bushel, on the 700,000,000 
bushels, or a net profit of $350,000,000. There being no profit 
or loss on the 100,000,000 bushels, the net profit would be 
$350,000,000 or a net gain in price of 43%, cents per bu ... hel, 
on the whole production. 

Of course it can not be accomplished, equitably, except 
through the pooling of the whole production, and the collection 
of an equalization fee. Anything short of the 100 per cent 
pool, and the collection of the equalization fee, would fail 
to give the desired results. 
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For example, assuming the wheat crop to be 800,000,000 

bushels ; 700,000,000 bushels required for domestic consumption, 
and 100,000,000 bushel. remaining for export, and the world 
price to be $1, and if 50 per cent of the growers should attempt 
to pool their 50 per cent production, and to advance the 
price of their 400,000,000 bushels, equal to the 42-cent tariff 
and 8-cent transportation to port of entry, nonmembers would. 
of course, take advantage and sell their 400,000,000 bushels at 
S1.50, the e::.'tablil'hed price. The pool would have the domestic 
market for only 300,000,000 bushels, at $1.50 the domestic price. 
and would be compelled to sell 100,000,000 bushels in the 
world market, at $1 per bushel, which would net the pool 
$150,000,000 or only $1.37%. On the other hand, in case of 
a 100 per cent pool, the cost of marketing would be only 
614 cents, or one-half of the 12% cents, and the net gain would 
make the price $1.43%,. 

The proposed bill makes the necessary 100 per cent pool, and 
the collection of the equalization !ee possible in a manner so 
that all producers bear ratably their share of the cost of mar
keting, and receive proportionately the profits therefl'Om. 

This bill, together with the two bills previously considered 
by the House, are the only ones that might effect a 100 per 
cent pooL They are the only bills ever presented· that would 
if enacted equally appc.rtion the cost and benefits to the pro
ducers. Bills have been brought to the attention of the Com-

l
. mittee on Agriculture, and to the House, having for their pur
pose the financing and assisting producers in marketing their 

1 commodities. One, the bill introduced by the gentleman from 
; Georgia [1\Ir. CRisP], for whom we all have the greatest respect 
and admiration. It is contended, that in order to avoid loss to 
the Treasury whenever prices go below a certain le\el, the mar
keting organization might step in and purcha e a certain quan
tity, and by so doing elevate the price to a certain point. No 
reference is made t<> the equalization fee to distribute the cost 
and benefits, if any, ratably to the producers. The result would 
be that the producers most in need of aid would be compelled 
to accept of the low prices and would receive no benefit, and 
others in position to hold their commodities and take the bene
fit of the higher prices would be the only beneficiaries. In 
other words, no benefit to those most in need of relief, with 
some possibility of a gain to the more fortunately situated pro
ducers; hence, class legislation pure and simple. 

Another remedy has been suggested. To adopt the slogan 
" Protection for all, or protection for none," which I take it to 
mean to repudiate party-platform pledges, and if prices of agri
cultural commodities are low, and the prices of other commodi
ties are high, because of our tariff system and restricted immi
gration policy-that is, if the prices of the products of industry 
are high because of the high wage scale and a high rate of 
duty-the remedy would be to adjust or repeal our immigration 
and tariff laws; if so, the price would come down. Yes; if the 
gates are thrown wide open to foreign labor and production, 
prices will, of course, drop. We would then be on the level 
with other nations. In my opinion there is no question as to 
that. Billions of dollars of debts are contracted on inflated 
basis. In my opinion, debts thus contracted should be liqui
dated on the same basis. For instance, if a farmer purchased 
farm implements at the inflated price during the wru.· and gave 
his note for $1,000, and the price of wbeat at that time was $2 
per bushel, and if he had wheat and sold it, the proceeds of 500 
bushels would have paid the debt. Recently the price of wheat 
has been around $1 per bushel, and at this price it would re
quire 1,000 bushels to pay the debt. If the price is further 
deflated, say to 50 cents per bushel, it would require 2,000 
bushels. Personally, I am opposed to thus increase the burden 
of the producer. 

I believe in a sound and wise restricted immigration policy 
.!Uld in a protective tariff system, which will maintain the 
American high standard of living, just and fair to all concerned 
to encourage American industry and benefit American labor, 
and that would result in the common good of all the people. 
Rather than to add to the burden of tlle farmer and to lower 
the standard of living, in my opinion, every effort should be 
made to elevate the purchasing power of agricultural commod
ities to a level with products of industry and labor, and thus 
restore, as promised, equality between agriculture, industry, 
and labor. 

As before stated, two bills have been drafted and given con
sideration by Congress. First, the McNary-Haugen bill, in the 
Sixty-eighth Congress, to establish and finance a marketing 
agency vested with power to purchase basic agricultural com
modities at the ratio price; that is, at a p1.·ice comparable with 
the ratio price received by the farmer for the 10-year pre-war 
period 1905-1914, minus cost of merchandising, and to sell for 
domestic consumption at not less than the ratio price and to 

export or to sell for export the exportable surplus at the highest 
obtainable price, and pay the producer ratably the average 11rice 
obtained. · 

Had it been enacted and in operation during, say, for tlle 
month of December, 1923, the producers of wheat would ha\e 
received $1.598 a bushel, minus 10 cents equalization fee, or 
net $1.498, instead of $1.097, making a net gain of 40 cents per 
bushel. Producers of hogs would have received $11.34. minus 
22 cents equalization fee, or net $11J2, instead of $7.05, a net 
gain of $4.07, or about GO per cent increase over the price 
received. The net increase in the price of butter would have 
been about 9 cents. 

If the Federal farm board bill of 1926, to make the tnriff 
effective to the farmer, had been enacted and in operation and 
the total production of wheat had been marketed, and tlle equal
ization fee collected as provided in that bill, the producers of 
wheat would have received $450,500,000, minus the equaliza
tion fee of $131,750,000, or a net profit of $318,750,000. 'l'he 
net advance in price of butter would have heen $123,92u,OOO; 
corn, $522,627,500; lard, $44,t:l83,300; beef, $332,078,400; or a 
total of $1,342,265,110. A gain in price, at thnt rate for 11 
years, would more than pay every dollar of the farmer's ac
counts, bills payable, and farm-mortgage indebtedness of ap
proximately $13,000,000,000-in other words, every dollar the 
farmer owes. 

I shall insert in the REcoRD a table showing equalization fees 
and net profits if that bill had been in effect during 1925. 
Equalization tee a11d net profits to 111e producers ttnder the 1J1'oposed 

Bauge!~ bill 

Equalization 
fee 

Wheat, 1925-------------~--------------------- :_____ $131, 750,000 
Butter, 1925-------------------------------------- 74,090 
Corn, 1925------------------------------------ 872,500 
Lard, 1925------------------------------------------- 21,446,700 
Beef, 1925-------------------------------------------- 925,200 

Total net 
profit 

$318, 750. 000 
12:~, 921), 910 
52'2, 627. 500 
44, 883,300 

332, 078, 400 
r--------1---------

TotaL---------------------------------------- 155,068,490 1, 342,265, 110 
Total for wheat, 1925----------------------------- 131,750,000 318, 7ro, 000 
Total for beef. corn, butter, !l?d lard._-------------- 23,318,490 1, 023, 515, 110 

I think we are all agreed that what is necessary is the equali
zation fee necessary to effect the 100 J)er cent pool. No other 
way has been suggested. The equalization fee seems to be the 
question before us. 

We all know why. We know who are opposed to it. There 
is no question about that. If you are in doubt about that, I 
invite you to read the hearings, and then you will know exactly 
who they are. I must not take more time. We will discu s 
the bill later in detail. I refer, gentlemeu, to the hearings as 
to the details. In response to the gentleman's inquiry as to 
who are opposed, just to give you an idea of who they are who 
are opposed to this legislation, I read from the hearings (p. 
156). Mr. Wells, chairman of the Minneapolis Chamber of 
Commerce, gives his statement. He represents the grain ex
changes, and he, Mr. Wells, states the grain exchanges are un
alterably opposed to any form of agricultural relief legislation, 
embracing an equalization fee and artificial stimulation of 
price. It would interfere with their business. There are mil
lions in it. l\jj' friends, if you had the power to jump tlle mar
ket up and down 10 or 15 cents a day, there would be millions 
in it. I am not complaining. They have made their money 
out of it, and as long as they have the power to make their 
money out of it they are of course opposed to giting up that 
power. I did not expect this question to be raised. 'Ve know 
who they are. We know their reasons. "We know why they 
are opposed to it. They have been here and, as one stated, 
"Oh, yes; we went to Washington and we found that that in
famous McNary-Haugen bill was to pass by a large majority. 
But we got busy and worked night and day, and we succeeded 
in defeating the bill by 75 votes." 

Now, gentlemen, if you have any desire to asce1·tain who 
controls the market, consult the combination between England, 
France, Holland, and the Uniteu States buyers, and you will 
know why we have the fluctuation. 

It is true that under the arrangements made they are not 
allowed to deflate the price more than 5 per cent, so that if 
wheat is $1.50 you can only deflate it 7lh cents in a day. If 
the _purpose is to deflate the price 20 cents, it will take three 
days to accomplish it. 

I appreciate that all laws enacted are not perfect in au their 
details, but, nevertheless, we are entitled to just laws and an 
honest administration of such laws. We can not afford to be 
contented with anything less. Legislation not to deprive an in-
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dividual or corporation of a single dollar or interest honestly 
acquired, but legislation always proceeding in an honorable and 
dignified manner, with a spirit of fairness, and just to all con
cerned; legislation not in accord with the views of those who 
have no respect for law and order or property rights, but legis
lation to promote progress, prosperity, and happiness to all 
worthy and deserving people in every community, in order that 
we may have the fullest development of every worthy and legiti
mate enterprise. 

All laws passed may not be perfect in all their details. I 
believe every one has been helpful to the producer in bringing 
about the desired results. Be that as it may, the fact that bene
ficial laws have been enacted is no excuse for anybody to refuse 
to put his shoulder to the wheel in an honest effort to further 
improve our economic condition, especially in agriculture. 

If we study the life and character of the men and women 
who have made this country what it is; the men and women 
·who have so generously assisted in making our towns, cities, 
and villages ; building our roads and bridges, constructing our 
vast system of public schools, building the temples of religion, 
building the charitable institutions ; many in poverty and re
verses, sickness, and distress, others in health and wealth, 
prosperity and happiness, sympathizing with each other's woes, 
sharing each other's joys, step by step, advancing along the 
lines of accumulation of wealth, culture, and refinement until 
we boast of the fac\ that we rank among the most successful 
and practical people on earth. Our onward march to true 
greatness has placed us in the foremost ranks of modern civili
zation and refinement. AU of it under a government of the 
people, by the people, and for the people. Truly, these wonder
ful achievements, the morality and industry of our people, are 
not the achievements of an ignorant or indolent people. To 
the contrary, they bear upon them the impress of the most en
lightened views and policies executed by an industrious, intelli
gent, God-fearing, liberty-loving people. True, sunshine and 
rain and the rich soil has had much to do with it. After all, 
the energy and industry, intelligently applied by the tillers of 
the soil, who have cleared the forests, transformed th~ prah'ies 
and wilderness into a bed of roses and productive fields pr()
ducing bread in sufficient quantities to supply not only our own 
beloved people with food but millions in foreign lands, and thus 
placing our Nation at the head of all agricultural nations, are, 
in my opinion, justly entitled to consideration and the modest 
demand that Congress redeem solemn pledges made in their 
party platforms; that they be afforded an opportunity to market 
their production in a way to also give them the benefit of the 
American price level as afforded to industry and labor, who are 
able, because of their fewer numbers, to organize and take the 
·benefit of our laws affording protection. 

To do for the farmers what was done by the enactment of 
the Federal reserve system and the many acts ~xtending aid, 
assistance, and relief to numerous other activities. In other 
words, to afford equal advantages, aid, and opportunities 
to all. · 

The question consequently is, Are you in favor of subter
fuge measures or further delay; or, are you in favor of re
deeming party platform pledges? 

As stated in the comptroller's report, 574 banks closed last 
year. Are you in favor of closing 574 or more banks the 
current year? As stated in the Attorney General's report, 7,777 
of the 47,000 cases in bailkruptcy last year were classed as 
farmers, outside of the thousands and thousands of mortgage 
foreclosures and voluntary liquidations. Are you in favor of 
further delay and in favor of forcing 7,777 more farmers into 
bankruptcy, and thousands and thousands of farm foreclosures? 
Practically 10,000 commercial failures occur every year. Are 
you in favor of commercial failures? Edgar Wallace, repre
sentative of the Federation of Labor, recently Lstated at the 
hearings on a bill proposing increased pay for overtime that one
half of the employees in the textile mills and coal mines are out 
of employment. Press reports indicate that 15,000 people are 
out of employment in the city of Baltimore. Shall we delay 
and thus keep those already out and others out of employment? 
Representatives of the various labor groups have joined with 
others in an earnest request for farm relief legislation from 
time to time. Shall we turn a deaf ear to the urgent appeals 
of farmers, labor, and thousands of others who are and have 
been all these years knocking at the door of Congress request
ing farm relief legislation? 

Now then, my friends, I recall reading some very interesting 
telegrams coming from the South, urging the President to call 
an extra session of Congress to relieve the cotton situation. 
That was the cry only a few months ago. They did not 
want to wait until the convening of Congress in December. 
Oh, my friends, had the bill passed and had they received the 

ratio price they would have received 18.6 cents a pound instead 
of the 12.8 cents which they receive, and that would have given 
them a profit of 5.8 cents a pound over the amount received. 
Oh, my friends, are we going back and say to those people we 
have decided to ignore the promise made in our platform; 
that we gave the matter thought, and we found the farmers, 
6,000,000 of them, receiving $730 a year as compared with 
$2,141 paid to others, and came to the conclusion that the 
farmers were getting all they were entitled to? Are you going 
back and tell them you had an opportunity to vote to improve 
conditions, but did not avail yourselves of it? No; my friends. 
I know better. I know that you and every other Member of 
this House have a just and pardonable pride in our Nation's 
growth and greatness. 

We are living in an age of marvelous expansion and we are 
moving at a mighty pace. We are eager to see the wheels of 
industry move and to see that every energy is employed and 
that prosperity and happiness are in evidence everywhere. 

All of us feel it our duty, no matter what our political 
affiliations or our occupations may be, to strive to benefit our 
country and to protect the weak and relieve the distressed and 
to give honest and thoughtful consideration to securing the 
full benefit of our natural resources, the development of me
chanical appliances in the promotion of the skill and genius of 
American workmen. We conceive it to be our dihy to see to 
it that nobody is imposed upon but that all are given adequate 
protection against any invasion on the part of unscrupulous 
people, in order that we may have the fullest development of 
every worthy and legitimate enterprise. 

Oh, my friends, I listened yesterday to the remarks of the 
distinguished gentleman who called attention to class legisla
tion. He was opposed to this legislation. I would like to ask 
the gentleman whether he would be in favor of repealing what 
is generally termed " class legislation" for the benefit of labor 
and industry through our tariff laws and our restricted im
migration laws. Would he repudiate his party platform and 
suggest that we embark upon a program of free trade and un
restricted immigration? 

Should we adopt the slogan, protection for all or protection 
for none? The most unfortunate thing I can think of would 
be the opening of the gates to foreign production and foreign 
labor, thereby lowering the American standard to the level 
of the world. Prices would fall-there is no question about 
that-and we would then be on a level with the world. Can 
it be possible that anyone · would suggest such a thing? How 
unjust it would be for those who are seeking relief. 

As an illustration, much of our indebtedness was contracted 
on an inflated basis and my contention is that these people 
should be given an opportunity to redeem these obligations on 
the same basis. A farmer purchasing farm implements dur
ing the war at $1,000, we will say, gave his note for this pur
chase. If wheat was worth $2 a bushel, 500 bushels would 
pay for the implements ; but if he sold his wheat recently at 
a dollar a bushel, it would require 1,000 bushels of wheat to pay 
his note. Now, the suggestion is to deflate the price further 
and to deflate the debt-paying power further. If we cut it in 
two, it would then require 2,000 bushels to redeem this note 
instead of 500 bushels at the time it was given. 

Let me call to the attention of the gentleman from Alabama 
[Mr. HuDDLESTON], who is a friend of labor, I am sure, the fact 
that a few years ago more than 6,000,000 farmers found them
selves without credit and without cash to purchase •the things 
necessary to operate their farms-the farmers then constituting 
35 per cent of the purchasing power-when consumption 
dropped, production, of course, fell correspondingly, which 
resulted in separating 6,000,000 people from the pay rolls. 

Do you wonder, my friends, that the representatives of labor 
appeared before the committee and pleaded most earnestly for 
relief? I ne\er knew of anyone pleading as earnestly as they 
did for the committee to report out a bill that might put the 
farmer back on his feet; they stated the farmers are our cus
tomers, and when they are without money we are without 
work. Mr. Edgar Wallace, representing the Federation of La
bor, stated, "Of what benefit is it to me if we can get meat for 
10 cents a pound if we haven't the 10 cents." All representa
tives of labor organizations appearing before the committee 
were all of one accord in urging legislation identical in purpos( .. 
with the bill now before us. 

Shall we wait further? Shall we defer action until 7,777 
farmers have gone into bankruptcy? Shall we defer action 
until 574 banks have closed? Shall we wait until the Federa1 
land bank, the insurance companies, and the various loaning 
companies throughout the country foreclose their mortgages 
and take title to their farms? After they have acquired 
their farms, we will then give consideration to the claims ot 
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agriculture? No, my friends; we have deferred the matter long 
enough. Had you -voted for the bill three years ago your 
farmers would now be getting 18 cents or better for cotton in 
New York. 

The question at issue here is the equalization fee, but without 
the equalization fee you have simply a lending proposition, 
and let me say to you that we have passed loan bills galore 
and have urged the farmers to borrow money. They have been 
put in debt so deep that many of them will never get out. Are 
we going to put them deeper in debt or are we going to give 
them relief by giving them what they have asked for and what 
they are so universally in favor of? I thank you. [Applause.] 

Under leave to print, I append to my remarks table prepare(} 
by the Bureau of Labor Statistics in January, 1924, indicating 
the ratio prices of commodities for 1923 and showing the effect 
if the McNary-Haugen bill had been in operation and the cor
poration functioning in the month of December, 1923, printed on 
page 2 of the hearings o.f January 21, 1924, on the McNary
Haugen bill : 

Market prices of oomnwdities 

Index of all commodities, 1905-1914------------------------ 100. 0 
Index of all commodities, year 1923-------------------------- 162. 3 
Index of all commodities, December, 1923--------------------- 159. 8 

Average Average Average Ratio Ratio market 
Individual commodities market market price, price, price, 

price, price, Decem- year Decem-
1901H914 year 1923 ber, 1923 1923 ber, 1923 

---
Cotton, upland middling _______ $0.120 $0.293 $0.358 $0.194 $0.191 
Corn, contract grades, cash, 

.602 • 730 .977 . 962 Chicago ___ ------------------- .821 
Wheat, range of No. 1 north-

ern spring and No. 2 Red 
Winter, Chicago ______________ 1.000 1.163 L097 L6~ 1.598 

Cattle, good to choice, steers, 
10.949 Chicago __________ ------------ 6. 853 9. 952 . 786 11.1.23 

Hogs, heavy, Chicago ___________ 7.099 7.690 7.050 1L 522 11,. 342 
Sheep, wethers, Chicago ________ 5.379 7.648 8.000 8. 731 8.594 
Flour, patents __________________ 5.127 6. 365 6.100 8.322 8.192 
Wool, one-fourth and three-

eights grades, scoured basis ___ .492 .979 .964 . 799 • 787 

The indexed number of all commodities-1905-ffi14--is 100. 
Index number for all commodities, December, 1923, was 159.8. 
According to it, prices of aU commodities increased 59.8. The 
average market price of wheat in Chicago for 1905-1914 was 
$1. The ratio price for December, 1.598. The average market 
price for December was 1.097. The price of wheat would have 
advanced 50.1. In other words, eliminating the decimals, the 
farmer would have received 1.59 for his wheat instead of 1.09, 
an increase in price of 50 cents a bushel. If the corporation 
had estimated the number of bushels required for domestic 
consumption at 600,000,000 bushels and the surplus for export 
at 150,000,000 bushels and the loss on the exportable surplus at 
50 cents a bushel, or $75,000,000, it would have found it neces
sary to withhold or collect $75,000,000 from all purchases, or 
10 cents a bushel on the whole crop. If so, the farmer would 
have received $1.49 in cash and a receipt for 10 cents instead of 
$1.09, the amount which he recei-ved. 

If the bill had been in effect the 1st of last December, accord
ing to the table furnished by the Department of Labor just 
referred to, the indexed number of all commodities of December, 
1923, was •159.8. The current price of hogs in December was 
$7.05 ; the ratio price would have been $11.34, and the price of 
hogs would have been increased $4.29, or about 60 per cent. 

Suppose there had been declared a special emergency on 
butter the 1st of May. The current price in New York, 35:14 
cents to 36% cents, say 36 cents, extra creamery, score 92, 
would have been advanced to 45 cents, or 9 cents a pound, which 
is 25 per cent increase over 36 cents. 

Also a table furnished in April, 1926, indicating the ratio 
price of commodities for April, 1926: 
Index of all commodities, 1905-1914------------------------- 100. 0 
Index of all commodities, year 1924-------------------------- 158. 1 
Index of all commodities, March, 1926------------------------ 160. 0 

Average Average Average Ratio Ratio market market market price, price, 
Individual commodities price, price, price, 

190&- year March, year March, 
1914 1924 1926 1924 1926 

------
Butter, e.rtra, New York _______ $0.285 $0.427 $0.429 $0. (50 $0.456 
Cotton, upland middling, New 

York_------------------------ .120 .287 .194 .189 .191 
Corn1 contract grades, cash, 

Chicago _____ -----_---_------- .602 • 972 • 741 .~ .963 

Average Average Average Ratio Ratio market market market 
Individual commodities price, price, price, price, price, 

1005- year :March, year March, 
1914 1924 1926 1924 1926 

---------
Wheat, range of No. I northern 

s:pring and No.2 red winter-- $1.000 $L301 $1.651 $1.582 $1.601 
ct~e, good to choice, steers, 

6.853 9.669 9.690 10.835 10.965 cago ___ -------------------Hogs, heavy, Chicago __________ 7.099 8.488 11.4.90 11.223 11.358 
Sheep, wethers, Chicago _____ ___ 5. 379 8. 391 9.150 8. 505 8.fl(J7 
Flour, patents, Minneapolis ____ 5.127 7.191 8. 805 8. 1()6 8.204 
Wool, one-quarter and three-

.9971 .sn I eights grades, scoured basis, Boston ______________ ----- ____ .492 . 778 . 788 

Index union scale o! wages, 1905-1914------------------------------------------ 100. 0 
Index union sca.le of wages, May, 1924..---------------------------------------- ~5. 3 
Index union scale of wages, May, 1925----------------------------------------- 255.8 

Also a table furnished in February, 1926, by the Bureau of 
Labor Statistics indicating the ratio price of commodities for 
1925 and January, 1926: 

Market prices of commodities 

Index of all commodities, 1905-1914------------------------- 100. 0 
Index of all commodities, year 1925-------------------------- 167. 6 
Index of all commodities, "January, 1926---------------------- 164. 7 

, 
Average Average 
market market 

Average 
market Rat.lo Ratio 

price, price, Individual comm{)dities price, prire, 
1905-1914 year 1925 

pri-ce, 
January, 

Hl26 
year 19?..5 J~~y, 

----------1----------------
Butter, extra, New York_ _______ $0. 2S5 $0.454 $0.445 $0.477 $0.469 
Cotton, upland middling, New 

York _____ -------- _____ ------- .120 .235 .208 . 200 .197 
Corn1 contract grades, cash, 

Chicago ________________ ---_--- .602 1.038 .804 1.009 • 992 
Wheat, range of No.1 Northern 

Spring and No.2 Red Winter, 
Chicago ________________ ------- 1.000 1. 718 1.852 1.677 1.648 

Cattle, good to choice, steers, 
Chicago ___________ .----------- 6.853 10.659 9.875 11.486 11.287 

Hogs, heavy, Ohicago ___________ 7.099 12.250 11.625 H.898 11.692 
Sheep, wethers, Chicago ________ 5.379 9.323 10.031 9.016 8. 860 
Flour, patents, Minneapolis ___ 5.127 8.828 9.406 8.593 8.445 
Wool, one-quarter and three-

eighths grades, scoured basis, Boston.. _______________________ .(92 1.015 .964 .825 .811 

Also a table furnished in February. 1927, by the Bureau of 
Labor Statistics: 
Average m.m·ket prices and ratio of prices ot selected commodities tor 

specified da,tes 

Aver· Aver- Aver- Aver-
age age age age 

market market market market 
Individual commoditie3 price price price, price Decem- Janu-1905- year, 

1914 1926 ber, ary, 
1926 1927 

---------
Cotton, upland middling _________ $0.120 $0.175 $0.128 $0.134 
Corn, contract grades, cash, 

Chicago ___ ---_----------------- .602 . 759 • 755 . 768 
When t, range of No. 1 northern 

~~=:~~-~~~-~~~~-~~~e~~- 1.000 1. 547 1. 421 1.4.07 
Cattle, good to choice, steers, 

Chicago _________ -- __ ----------- 6.853 9. 529 9. 719 10.295 
Hogs, heavy, Chicago ____________ 7.099 12. 336 11.769 11.970 
Sheep, wethers, Chicago_-------- 5.379 8.181 7.094 7. 515 
Flour, patents __ ----------------- 5.127 8.426 7. 631 7.463 
Wool, one-fourth and three-

eighths grades, scoured basis ___ .492 .830 .818 .800 
Butter, creamery, ertra, New 

York _________________ ---------- .285 .443 . 549 .4.97 
Rice, Honduras __________________ 1 . (}!9 .073 .064 .063 
Lard, prime, contract ____________ I .100 .150 .128 .129 
Tobacco, burley, Louisville ______ 14.118 22.462 2LOOO 21.000 

1 Computed price, based on price of domestic rice at New York 
.2 Average price for years 1908 to 1914. 

Inde;c numbers of all commodities 

(1905-1914==100) 

Ratio 
price 
year, 
1920 

-
$0.191 

.961 

L596 

10.935 
11.327 
8. 584 
8.182 

. 786 

.454 

.079 

.159 
22.528 

t:~~~\~r:
0

f9~~~~-~~=~===================================== 

Ratio 
priee 

Decem-
ber, 
1926 

---
$0.186 

.937 

1.556 

10.660 
11.042 
8.368 
7.976 

. 766 

.443 

.071 

.155 
21.961 

159.5 
155.4 

Also table indicating the procluction and net exports of wheatt 
corn, beef (slaughtered), lard, butter, and tables indicating the 
world price and domestic price, the tariff, and a net profit to 
the producers had the proposed bill been in operation for the 
years 1924, 1925, and 1926 : 
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Wheat 

[From Department of Agriculture] 

Crop year Production 

Bushel8 
1923-24 ____________________ ------------------ --------- -- 791, 797, 381 
1924--25 _________________________ ------------------------ 862, 627, 000 
192~26 ________ :_ ________ -------------------------------- 832, 305, 000 

Net exports 

Bushels 
128,473,000 
251,915,000 

92,371,000 

PRICES-No. 1 dark nQrthern at },finneapoUs and No. 1 northern at 
Winnipeg 

Equal- Net 
Year Minne- Winni- Tariff Freight ization profit Total profit a polis peg fee per 

bushel 

---------
1923-24_ ---------- --- $1.24 $1.00 $0.42 $0.03 $0.034 $0.171 $140,148,364 
1924--25_- ------------ 1. 58 1.66 .42 .03 .154 .376 324, 347, 752 
1925-26-------------- 1. 65 1. 51 .42 .03 .034 • 276 229, 716, 180 

If the bill had been in operation during the cro:p year ·of 
1923-24, the wheat grower would have received the Winnipeg 
price of $1 plus the tariff of 42 cents and transportation 
charges of 3 cents, or a total of $1.45, instead of the Minne
apolis price of $1.24, a gain of 21 cents per bushel, minus the 
equalization fee to cover the discount of 21 cents per bushel 
on the 128,473,000 bushels exported, or $26,979,330, to be dis
tributed over 791,797,381 bushels, or an equalization fee of 
$0.034, a net profit per bushel of $0.177, and a total profit of 
$140,148,364. 

If the bill had been in operation during the crop year 1924-25, 
the wheat grower would have received the Winnipeg price of 
$1.66 plus the tariff of 42 cents and transportation charges of 
3 cents, or a total of $2.11, instead of the Minneapolis price of 
$1.58, a gain of 53 cents per bushel, minus the equalization fee 
to ·cover the discount of 53 cents per bushel on the 251,715,000 
bushels exported, or $132,514,950, to be distributed over 862,-
627,000 bushels, or an equalization fee of $0.155, a net profit per 
bushel of 37.6 cents, and a total profit of $324,347,752. 

The wheat crop for the crop year 1925-26 has been estimated 
at 832,305,000 bushels and the exports to May 1, 70,000,000 
bushels. The wheat grower would receive, if the bill were in 
operation, the Winnipeg price of $1.51 plus the tariff of 42 
cents and the transportation charges of approximately 3 cents, 
or a total of $1.96, instead of the Minneapolis price of $1.65, 
a gain of 31 cents per bushel, minus the equalization fee to 
cover the discount of 31 cents per bushel on the 92,371,000 
exported, or $28,635,000, to be distributed over 832,305,000 
bushels, or an equalization fee of 4 cents, a net profit of $0.276 
per bushel, and a total profit of $229,716,180. 

Oorn Bushels 
Production---------------------------------------- ~00~00~000 
Exports, 1924------------------------------------- 23.000,000 

~~~~~~~: ;~~!ated================================= 2~:¥~g:888 
Prices of corn 

[Chicago prices by Department of Labor, and Buenos Aires prices by Department 
of Agriculture 

~ 

~ :c l:l ~ ·;:: 0 P. 
<i:l B tlil :a P. 

8 ·a; 
.~Q) 

¢j'a; 0 
Year 0 "' .... ~ .:: o..<:l ~ bD g~ is a,fg <!! ... 

~ l:l 3 0 0 

"' ...,..o 3 :a Q) P. -~ 8 c;. ., ><1 0 Q) 0 
0 ~ l'il 8 0 8 l'il z E-< -------- - - --

1924 ___________ 
$0. 9721 $0. 83 $0.01 $0.15 O.ll.x( $1. 10)(1$0. 001 $0. 129 $387, 000, 000 

1925 _-- -------- 1.038 .94 .01 .15 .ll.x( 1. 21U . 0003 . 1742 522, 627, 500 
1926_-- -------- • 759 • 67 .01 .15 .11~ .94~ .0017 . 18181 480, 861, 000 

If the bill had been in force in 1924 the corn grower would 
have received the Argentine price of 83 cents, plus the tariff 
of 15 cents, plus the export tax, which was 1.54 cents in Feb· 
ruary, 1926, 1.03 cents in Ma1'Ch, and 0.46 cent in April, or 
say 1 cent, and the ocean freight to Baltimore or New York, 
say 11¥.! cents, the rate l\Iarch last, or a total of $1.10%, 
instead of the Chicago price of 97.2 c-ents, a gain of approxi· 
mately 13 cents per bushel, minus the equalization fee of 13 
cents on 23,000,000 bushels to be distributed over a total produc· 
tion of 3.000,000,000, assuming that the total production had been 
marketed. If so, an equalization fee of $0.00}. per bushel, a net 
gain of $0.129 per btlshe1, or a total profit o): $387,000,000. 

If the bill had been in force in 1925 the corn grower would 
have received the Argentine price of 94 cents, plus the tariff 

• 

of 15 cents, plus the export tax of 1 cent, and the O<!ean freight 
of 11:14 cents, or a total of $1.21%, instead of the Chicago 
price of $1.038 (see ratio table furnished by Department of 
Labor), a gain of 17.45 cents per bushel, minus the equalization 
fee of 17.45 cents on 5,000,000 bushels to be distributed over a 
total production of 3,000,000,000, assuming that the total produc
tion had been marketed. or an equalization fee of $0.0003 per 
bushel, a net gain of $0.1742, a total profit of $522,627,500. 

If the bill had been in force in 1926 the corn grower would 
have received the Buenos Aires price of 67 cents, plus the tariff 
of 15 cents, plus the export tax of 1 cent, and the ocean freight 
of 11% cents, or a total of $0.94:14, instead of the average Chi
cago price of 75.9 cent~, a gain of 18.35 cents per bushel, 
minus the equalization fee of 18.35 cents on 24,783,000 bushels, 
to be distributed over a total production of 2,645,000,000 bushels, 
assuming that the total production had been marketed, or an 
equalization fee of $0.0017 per bushel, a net gain of $0.1818, or 
a total profit of $480,861,000. 

Beet slaughtered 

Production. _______________________________________ _ 
Exports ___________________________________________ _ 
Imports _______ ------------------------------- _____ _ 
Net exports ________________ ---------- __ --------- ---

1925 

7, 146, 000, 000 
39,000,000 
17,000,000 
22,000,000 

1924 

7, 065, 000, ()()() 
40,000,000 
21,000,000 
19,,000, 000 

Prices on English beef sides, avm·age top price, Lo-ntum; and on choi.oe 
tcestern d1-essed at New York 

[From Department of Agriculture] 

New 
York 

Lon
don Tariff 

Trans- Equal- Net 
porta- ization profit 
tion fee p~~d 

Total 
profit 

--------1---1---1---1--------------
1924 _________________ $0.184 $0.1794 
1925_________________ .1921 .1937 
1926_________________ .1760 .1871 

$0.03 $0. 015 $0.0001 $0.04 1$284,658,400 

: gg : g~~ --~~~~~--~~~~- -~~~~~.~~~~ 

If the bill had been in operation in 1924 the producer would 
have received the London price of $0.1794 plus the tariff of 
:j)0.03 and the transportation charges of approximately $0.015, 
or a total of $0.2244, instead of the New York price of $0.184, 
a gain of $0.0404, minus the equalization fee, on 19,000,000 
pounds, to be distributed over the total production, which 
would be but a 8mall fraction of a cent, or $0.0001. That is, the 
producer would have received a profit of approximately $0.04 
a pound, or a total profit of approximately $284,658,400. 

If the bill had been in operation in 1925 the producer would 
have received the London price of $0.1937 plus the tariff of 
3 cents and the transportation charges of approximately $0.015, 
or a total of $0.02387, instead of the average New York price 
of $0.1921, a ·gain of $0.0466, minus the equalization fee, on 
22,000,000 pounds, to be distributed over the total production 
which would be but a small fraction of a cent, or $0.00014: 
That is, the producer would have received a profit of approxi
mately $0.0465 a pound, or a total profit of approximately 
$332,078,400. 

Profit for 1926 not available, as production statistics for 1926 
not available. 

PRICES 

[From Department of Commerce) 
Chicago_------- ____ ------- _________ -------- ___ ------ __ _ 
Liverpool_------------------------------------------ __ _ 

1~~~i>'Oi-'ia'iion~~::===================================== Equalization fee __________ ------- ______________________ _ 
Net profit per pound-----------------------------------
Total profit _________ -----------------------------------

1 Not available. 

1925 1926 

$0.168 
.183 
.01 
.005 
.1)097 
.0203 

44,883,300 

(1) 
717, 000, 000 

$0.15 
.164 
. 01 
.005 

The average Liverpool price for lard in the year 1925 was 
18.3 cents per pound, and if the bill had been in effect the 
producer would have received the Liverpool price of 18.3 cents 
plus the tariff, which is 1 cent, plus the cost of transportation to 
the port of entry, say, one-half cent, or a total of 19.8 cents, a 
gain of 3 cents over the Chicago price of 16.8 cents minus the 
equ~lization fee of $21,446,700, to be distributed over the total 

/ 

• 
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production, which would be approximately $0.0097 per pound, a 
net profit per pound of $0.203, or a total profit of $44,883,300. 

CATTLE, 1.925 

The average Buenos Aires price for steers, medium to good, 
averaging 1,320 pounds, in the year 1925 was $5.66, or 5.6 cents 
per pound, and if the bill had been in operation the cattleman 
would have received the Argentine price plus the tariff of 1% 
cents plus the cost of transportation to the port of entry, say, 
4 cents, or a total of 11.1 cents instead of the average Chicago 
price of approximately 10 cents, a gain of 1.1 cents less the 
equalization fee. 

CATTLE, 1926 

The average Buenos Aires price for steers : Choice, in the year 
1926, was $5.16 or 5.16 cents per pound, and if the bill had been 
in operation the cattleman would have received the Argentine 
price plus the tariff oj 2 cents, plus the cost of transportation 
to the port of entry, say 4 cents, or a total of 11.16 cents, instead 
of the average Chicago price of approximately 9.46 cents, less 
the equalization fee. 

Butter from Department of .AgricuUure 
POUNDS 

Net Net 
imports exports Imports Production Exports 

5, 425,000 29,466,000 24, 00,000 ----------
8,384,000 7,189,000 ------------ 1,195,000 
6, 180,000 6, 440,000 1,160, 000 

1924________________ 2, 000, 000, 000 
1925 ___ 1------------ 2, 000,000,000 
1926________________ (1) 

PRICES 

Lon- Minns Net 
New don Copen- Tariff Freight equali- profit Total 
York (Dan- hagen tation per profit 

ish) fee pound 

--------
1924 ________ $0.426 ($0.417) $0.397 $0.08 $0.01 ---------- $0.061 $122, 000, 000 1925 _________ . 463 (.448) .425 .08 .01 $0.000037 . 061963 123, 925, 910 1926 _________ .443 .394 .365 .12 .01 . 00016 .052 6, 952,072 

1 Not available. 

If the bill had been in operation in 1924 the butter producer 
would have received the Copenhagen price of $0.397 plus the 
tariff of 8 cents and transportation charges of approximately 
1 cent, or a total of $0.487, instead of the New York price of 
$0.426, a gain of $0.061 per pound, or a total profit of $122,-
000,000. Imports were in excess of exports for the year 1924, 
hence no equalization fee. All that would have been necessary 
to insure the advance would have been to regulate the importa
tions as provided in section 18. 

If the bill had been in operation in 1925, the butter producer 
would have received the Copenhagen price of $0.425 plus the 
tariff of 8 cents and transportation of 1 cent, or a total of 
$0.515, instead of the New York price of $0.453, a gain of $0.062 
minus the equalization fee on 1,195,000 pounds to be distributed 
over the total production of 2,000,000,000 pounds, which would 
be less than four-thousandths of 1 cent per poUnd. That is, 
the producer would have received a profit of $0.062 a pound on 
2,000,000,000 pounds, or $124,000,000, less $0.062 on the 1,195,000 
pounds exported-$74,09().-.{)r a net profit of $123,925,910. 

If the bill had been in operation in March, 1926, the butter 
: producer would have received the Copenhagen price of $0.365 
plus the tariff of 12 cents and transportation charges of ap-

1 proximately 1 cent, or a total of $0.495, instead of the New 
York price of $0.443, a gain of 5.2 cents per pound minus the 
equalization fee on 298,317 pounds to be distributed over the 
total production of 133,992.000, which would be approximately 

: $0.0001 ·a pound. That is, the producer would have received 
I a profit of $0.052 a pound on 133,992,000 pounds, or $6,367,584, 

I 
minus $0.052 on the 298,317 pounds exported~815,512-or a net 
profit of $12,022,432. 

1 Production~ Unitea States and. 'World~ 1926 

I 
Commodity United States, 

1926 

World, 1926, 
countries 
reporting 

I----------------------------------4----------I-----------
WheaL _______ ----. ____ -----------------bushels._ 
Corn _____ . ____ .. ______ . __ ._. _____ • ___ .. __ .. do_ ... 
Cotton_ .. _ ... __ .. ______ .----. ______ ... __ ... bales .. 

¥~~ac~-~=::::::::::::::::::::::::::::~dc,~~== 
Lard ______ ----·---------------- -------------do ___ _ 
Beef_ ... _ .. __ . __ ... _. __ . ____ •.. __ ••. ___ -----. do. __ _ 
Butter, farm and factory __________________ do. __ _ 
Cattle, live _____ .•. ___ -----------------------------

832,305,000 
2, 645,031,000 

J 18, 618, 000 
1, 139, 056, 000 
1, 323, 388, 000 

(3) 
(3) 
(3) 

• 59,148,000 

I 3, 328, 091, 000 
3, 516, 106, 000 

2 25, 865, 000 
39, 201, 203, 000 
2, 071, 704. 000 

~) 
(3~ 
(3) 

1 World total production, exclusive of Russia and China, estimated to be about 
3,441,000,000 bushels. 

' Bales of 900 pounds gross weight. 
• Not yet availhble. 
• Number on hand Jan. 1. On hand Ian. 1, f927, $57.,521,000. 

Production~ United States and world~ 192.q and 1925 

1924 1925 

Commodity 
United World United World States States 

Wheat ________ bushels __ 864, 428, 000 3, 145, 000, 000 676, 429, 000 3, 400, 000, 000 
Corn _____________ do .... 2, 309,414,000 3, 729, 000, 000 2, 916, 961, 000 · 3, 1os, m, ooo Rice __________ pounds __ 902, 722, 000 127, 000, 000, 000 925, 250, 000 126, 000, 000, 000 
Tobacco. ________ do ____ 1, 251, 343, 000 3, 258, 270, 000 1, 376, 628, 000 3, 287, 000, 000 
Cotton.. .••. _ •. _. bales._ 13,628,000 24,800,000 16,104,000 27,900,000 

Trade ot the Unitecl States in specified products~ 1923-1926 

Year t'ndiflll Jum SO 

Tobacco, unmanufactured, including 
stems, trimmings, ·and scrap: 

1923. _____ .-------------.. pounds .. 
1924 .. -------------- _______ .. do ... _ 
Hl25 .... __ . _____ .•.•• ___ ._ ... do __ ._ 
1926 .... ____ ...... ------ ..... do .. _. 
July-Decembet, 1926 .•...... do ___ _ 

Butter: 
1923 .• _------------------. __ do ... -
1924 .•• ------------------- __ do ___ _ 
1925 .. _-------------------_.do ___ _ 
1926 .. _. ------·-········· __ .do .... 
July-December, 1926. ______ do ___ _ 

Cattle, live: 
1923-----------------------------
1924.-----------------------------
1925 __ ----------------------------
1926 .. - ····-------------- ---------July-December,1926 ____________ _ 

Year ending Dec. ~1 

Lard:' 
1923.----------------. ____ pounds __ 
1924 .. -------.--------- _____ .do. __ _ 
1925 .... -----. ____ .. __ . ____ .. do .... 
1926 ... ______ -----~----- ___ •. do ___ • 

Beef and veal:' 
1923- _------------------ ____ do ___ _ 
1924.------------------ _____ do ___ _ 
1925 .. _---------------- __ . __ do. __ _ 
1926.------------------. ____ do ••.• 

Year ending Jum SO 

Wheat, including flour: a 
1923·---------------------bushels __ 1924 •••• ____________________ .do. __ . 
1925 ..•• ___ ---------- ____ . ___ do. __ • 
1926 _________ .. _____ ------- .. do __ _ 
July-December, 1926 ________ do ___ _ 

Corn, including cornmeal: 
1923 ____ • ___ . _____ ----------.do. __ _ 
1924 _____ ••• _____ •• __ • _____ .do ...• 
1925 .. __ •••. _____ • ------ •.... do ___ . 
1926 ....•• ___ •• ___ ... __ . ___ ._do ___ . 
July-December, 1926 ________ do .... 

Rice, including flour, meal, and broken 
rice: 

1923 ... ___ ------------- __ .pounds .. 
1924 ...• _ •• ______ . _._-----... do ___ _ 
1925 •...• ------- ___ • ---- ___ .. do .•.• 
1926. ___________ ..... ----- •.. do ___ _ 
1uly-December, 1926 ________ do .... 

Cotton, unmanufactured, including 
linters: 

1923 ••.•. -------------------bales .. 
1924 •. ____ ---------.------- •. do __ •• 
1925 .. ____ ----- _______ ----- .• do .... 
1926 .... ______ . ____ . _________ do. __ _ 
July-December, 1926 ________ do ___ _ 

Domestic 
exports 

454,364,000 
597. 630, 000 
430, 702, 000 
537, 240,000 
250, 531, 000 

9, 410,000 
5, 425,000 
8, 384,000 
5, 280,000 
2, 575,000 

61,000 
33,000 

106,000 
35,000 
12,000 

1, 075,000,000 
986, 000, 000 
719,000,000 
717,000,000 

42,000,000 
40,000,000 
39,000,000 
25,000,000 

224, 900, 000 
159, 880, 000 
260, 803, 000 
108, 035, 000 
146, 648, 000 

96,596,000 
23,135,000 
9, 791,000 

24,783,000 
9, 208,000 

370, 670, 000 
227, 757, 000 
112,037,000 
48,175,000 
89,376,000 

• 5, 263,000 
• 6, 899,000 
• 8, 439,000 
I 8, 212,000 
'6, 202,000 

General 
imports 

75,786,000 
54,497,000 
76,870,000 
69,974,000 
33,103,000 

15,772,000 
29,466,000 
7,189,000 
6,440, 000 
4, 050,000 

252,000 
155,000 
136,000 
215,000 
120,000 

-------·---------------------
·---------------------------

26,000,000 
25,000,000 
20,000,000 
20,000,000 

20,031,000 
28,079,000 

6, 201,000 
15,604,000 

9,352,000 

138,000 
228,000 

4, 617,000 
635,000 
856,000 

69,536,000 
38,210,000 
57,677,000 

129, 966, 000 
30,554,000 

6 494,000 
1305,000 
6 324,000 
1338,000 
6 164,000 

Net exports 

378, 678, 000 
643, 133, 000 
363, 832, 000 
467, 266, 000 
217, 428, 000 

16,362,000 
124,041,000 

1,195,000 
~ 1, 160,000 
11,475,000 

1191,000 
1122,000 
130,000 

1180,000 
1108,000 

1, 075, 000, 000 
986, 000, 000 
719, 000,000 
717. 000, 000 

16,000,000 
16,000,000 
19,000,000 

5, 000,000 

204, 869, 000 
131, 801, 000 
254, 602, 000 
92,371,000 

137,296,000 

96,458,000 
22,907,000 
5,174, 000 

24,148,000 
8, 352,000 

301, 134, 000 
189, 547, 000 

54,360,000 
1 81, 791, 000 

58.822.000 

4, 759,000 
6, 594,000 
8, 115, 000 
7, 874,000 
6,048,000 

1 Net imports. 
'19~1925 taken from Meat Production, Consumption, and Foreign Trade in 

the United States, calendar year 1907-1925 by John Roberts, Bureau of Animal In
dustry, and 1926 from Monthly Snmmary of Foreign Commerce of the United States, 
December issue, 1926. 

a Exports plus reexports minus imports. Flour bas been converted to terms of 
grain on the basis of 1 barrel equals 4.7 bushels of grain. 

• Bales of 500 pounds gross. 
I Bales of 478 pounds net. 

From Department of A.gricultut·e prices 
CATTLE 0Jvm 

Year 

Chicago Winnipeg 
price, price, 

good beef good steers, Tari.lf 
steers, 100 1,00D-1,200 

pounds pounds 

I 

1924 _____ - --------------.--.------------------- $9.49 
10.19-
9.~ 

$5. 21 ---------- 1 
5. 98 (1) 1926- - ---------------.-----------.-------.---.-

1926_- •. ----------------------------------------
1 6.22 

1 Live cattle weighing less than 1,050 pounds 1M cents per pound. Weighing over i 
1,050 pounds 2 cents per pound. 

• Average January-October-. . 
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From Depat-tment of Agriculture prices-Continued 

COTTON (MIDDUNG) 

Year 

August-September: 
1923-24_ - ------------------------------------
1924- 25 _-- ------- - ---------------------------
1925- 26_- - -------- - --------------------------

August-January, 1926----------------------------

RICE 

Year 

1924_------ --------------------------------------
1925. - -------------------------------------------
1926.- --------------------------------------- -- --

TOBACCO (LEAF) 

Year 

1924 _ ---------------------------- ____ per pound __ 1 S25 ___ ____ _______________________________ .do ___ _ 
1926. _____ ------------------ _______________ do ___ _ 

New 
Orleans 

Cents 
30.32 
24.21 
19.71 
14.12 

Liverpool 

Cenu 
30.50 
26.97 
21.84 
16.06 

New I London 
Orleans Carolina 

Blue Rose rice 

Ctnts 
5.5 
6. 5 
6.2 

Average 
Virginia

North 
Carolina 

flue cured 

Cents 
22.5 
20.0 
25.9 

Cents 
6.9 
8.0 
8.2 

London 
Virginia 

leaf 

Ctnts 
38. 6 
42.2 

442.6 

Tariff 

Tariff 

Per 
pound 

$0.02 
.02 
.02 

Tari1f 

3 1' he tariff on tobacco is shown below. It is to be observed that there is a wide 
range on the various types of tobacco. 

• Average January-November. 

7. Tob:1cco: 

\\'ru~fe~ed. __ --------------------- ----------------------
Unstemmed ________ --- ---------------------------------

Filler, when mixed with more than 35 per cent wrapper-
Stemmed ___ --- ____ ------------------------------------
U nstemmed _________________________ -- ____ -- -----------

Filler, n. s. p. f.-
Stemmed ___ -----------------------_-------------------U nstemmed ____________________________ ----------------

Leaf-
Stemmed ___ --------------- .. ·--------------------------

. U nstemmed ___ -- ___ -------- __ --------------------------
All other tobacco __ -----------------------------------------
Scrap tobacco __________ ------_-----------------------------
Cigars and cigarettes __ ----------------------- --------------

1 Plus 25 per cent ad valorem. 

Pr. Para-
lee per graph act 

pound of Hi22 

$2.75 
2.10 

2. 75 
2.10 

.50 

.35 

2. 75 
2.10 
.55 
. 35 

1:4.50 

601 
601 

601 
601 

601 
601 

601 
601 
603 
603 
605 

Also, a summary of control measures in foreign countries, 
prepared by the American Farm Bm·eau Federation, as sub
mitted by Mr. Chester H. Gray, Washington representative: 

Hon. GILBERT HAUGEN, 

AMERICAN FAR~f BUREAU FEDERATION,' 
Washington, D. 0., February 9, 1927. 

Chai1·man House Committee on Agriculttwe, 
House Office Building, WashingtOfl,, D. 0. 

l\IY DEAR CHAIRMAN HAUGEN : In the long fight which has been con
ducted in the United States for legislation which will permit farmers 
and farm organizations to set up governmental_machinery in a Federal 
farm board so as to enable proper disposition of surpluses, many refer
ences have been made to efforts in foreign countries to improve the 
condition of agriculture. 

In order that we might know what countries really are grappling 
with this problem, I have had Mr. W. R. Ogg, assistant to the direc
tor of legislation, American Farm Bureau Federation, prepare a 
"Summary of control measures in foreign countries." Mur.h of this 
material is condensed from Agricultural Economics Bibliography No. 12 
and No. 18, issued by the Bureau of Agricultural Economics of the 
lJnited States Department of Agriculture. This source of information 
guarantees In a large way the accuracy of the summary which I am 
herewith handing you. 

It is interesting to note that in many foreign countries where 
control measures are in operation the products shipped from those conn
tries are consumed in large quantities by the American farmers. This 
being true, 1t seems wise for the American farmer :to place himself 1n 

such position that his crops will bring enough money to enable him 
to make purchases of these foreign products. 

We can not help noting that the equalizatipn plan in the McNary~ 
Haugen bill is far superior to any plan of control measures in the 
foreign lands, for in the McNary-Haugen bill no monopoly is con
t emplated; neither is the Federal Government the instrument through 
which the conh·ol measures are put into operation. 

I am submitting this "Summary of control measures in foreign 
countries" not to prove that we are following a precedent est a blished 
1n foreign lands but to show that agriculture all over the world is by 
various governments being aided sometimes in ways which are far 
from the desires of the .American farmer. 

Trus ting this information can be of use to you, I am 
Very respectfully, 

AMERICAN FARM BUREAU FEDERATION, 
CHESTDR H. GRAY, 

Washington R epresentative. 

SUMMARY OF COXTROL l\IEASURES I~ FOREIGX COUXTRIES 

ALBANIA 

Government monopolies are maintained in respect of matches, salt, 
ciga rette paper and tubes, and playing cards. 

ALGERIA. 

The silk producet·s have the help of the government in neat·ly 
every phase of the industry. 

ARGENTINA 

Cattle and M eat Price Fi:Diug Law (1923") 

P resident is given authority (1) to fix periodically the minimum 
prices of beef and cattle intended for export but the price must not 
be lower than the mean calculated cost, and (2), to fix periodically in 
the capital and the n a tional ter·ritories, the in.aximum selling prices 
to the public of meat offered for consumption. 

.A committee of six is set up to propose to the President the minimum 
and maximum prices, to secure da ta as to the cost of cattle and 
meat as well as the selling prices in the retail markets, and to advise 
the President. 

This committee is composed of one member appointed by the Federa
tion of Rural Societies, and appointed by the Argentine Rural Society, 
one appointed by the Liga Agraria, one appointed by the domestic 
"frigorifico " establishments, one appointed by the President, and one 
appointed by the municipal intendent of the capital. 

This law is to be operative for five years, from date of enactment. 

Governmental aid in the Bt'itish Dominions 

The committee on stabilization appointPd by the Ministry of Agricul
ture of Great Britain to look into this whole problem, after making a 
survey of conditions throughout the British Empire, made the following 
comment in its report concerning the activities of government in assist
ing the cooperative movement : 

" We believe it to be the case that in each of the Dominions State 
action bas been taken with the object of promoting cooperative or other 
forms of centralized trading. This action has been either legislative or 
financial, or both, and has been already applied to organizations con
cerned with a large variety of agricultural commodities." 

The committee in its report made these significant conclusions : 
" We believe that the time has come when it is · a matter of almost 

vital concern to British farmers to r ecognize the importance of these 
overseas developments, both as an example of up-to-date methods of 
agricultural marketing and in their eft'ect on the competitive power of 
imported produce in British markets " (pp. 63-64). 

C.L~A.DIAN WHEAT PooLs 

The cooperative marketing of wheat has developed perhaps more 
rapidly and more successfully than in any other country in the world. 
Following the successful operation of provincial pools, three of these 
united in one organization, known as the Canadian Cooperative Wheat 
Producers (Ltd.), which operated for the first time with respect to the 
1924-25 crop. This organization serves as a central selling agency. It 
was able during the first year of its activities to secure an agreement 
from eight chartered Canadian banks to provide the organization wit h 
credits amounting to $25,000,000 with which to finance its operations. 

Government aid has played an important part in the development of 
the cooperative marketing of wheat in Canada. The Saskatchewan 
Cooperative Elevator Co. was organized with the help of the Government 
to enable producers to protect themselves from the growing monopolistic 
tendency of the elevator companies. The farmers paid in cash 15 per 
cent of the capital stock and the provincial government advanced the 
remaining 85 per cent, taking as security a first mortgage on the prop
erty of the company and the uncalled share capital of tbe individual 
members. The State was to be repaid on an amortized basis of 20 
years.; the interest rate was not to except the cost o:f the money to the 
Stat~ 
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" The scheme proved a success," is the comment made by the commit

tee of stabilization appointed by the Great Britain Ministry of Agri
culture in its report of 1925 ( ?). 

" Undoubtedly the fact 'that the company has been in the grain busi
ness has had the effect of stabilizing the price of wheat in Saskatche
wan," Is the comment made in the Survey of Agricultural Cooperation 

• in the Empire, issued by the Horace Plunkett Foundation. 
Movements similar to this were subsequently developed in the other 

wheat-growing Provinces of Canada. In Alberta the Alberta Cooper
ative Elevator Co. was set up in 1913, and this association received an 
adrnnce from the Government of $1,153,585. This organization was 
united with the Grain Growers Co., of Winnipeg, fow· years later to 
form the United Grain Growers (Ltd.). In recent years the move-

. ment toward centralized marketing has still further developed. Cooper
ntive selling organizations were established in Saskatchewan, Mani
toba, and Alberta, and these were finally united in a central selling 
agency known as the Canadian Cooperative Wheat Producers (Ltd.). 
In the year 1025-26, 212,200,000 bushels of grain were handled through 
a central selling agency in the following amount s: 

\\'heat-------------------------------------------
Oats----------------------------------------------
Barley-------------------------------------- ----
Flax---------------------------------------------
Rye----------------------------------------------

AUSTRALIA 

Bushels 
187,500,000 

10,800.000 
10,800,000 

1, 500,000 
1, 600,000 

THE PATERSON PLAN TO STABILIZE BUTTER INDUSTRY 

The farmers buy their supplies in a protected market and sell the 
bulk of their dairy products in a world market in competition with 
the world. Prices for Australian butter are said to be based on the 
London price, less the freight, insurance, commissions, and exchange 
incident to shipping butter from Australia to London for sale. If the 
domestic price is determined by the London pric0. then increases in any 
of these expense itPms reduces the price secured for the butter sold 
in domestic market, even though no exchange, etc., are actually paid 
on it. In other words, the butter sold in domestic markets is forced 
to pay these charges which are paid on exported butter, because the 
domestic price is the same as the London price . and determined by the 
London price. The London price is about 3d. per pound less than the 
world price due to these charges. 

In order to secure a better domestic price it is planned to collect a 
fee on all of the butter and cheese produced in the Commonwealth, 
which will be sufficient in amount to pay a bounty on exported butter 
and cheese amounting to 3d. per pound on butter and 1lhd. per pound 
on cheese. It is claimed that this will raise the London price by the 
amount of the bounty and that this will result in raising the domestic 
price an equal amount per pound, because domestic prices are determined 
by the London prices. The amount of the fee would necessarily have 
to be varied with the ratio of the amount. exported to the amount sold 
In domestic markets. 

The plan is operated through an Australian stabilizatiem committee 
with an advisory committee in each State. 

The average annual butter production in Australia in the period 
1914-1924 w.as about 220,500,000 pounds, of which about 80,500,000 is 
exported and about 140,000,000 is consumed locally. It is estimated 
that a fee of 1d. per pound on all the butter produced would be neces
sary to pay a bounty of 3d. on exported butter, which would total 
about £1,000,000. If the operation of the plan results in raising domes
tic prices to the extent of the bounty on exports, or in other words 
raising domestic prices 3d. when the export bounty is 3d., then th.e net 
gain to the producers would be- a little less than 2d. per pound, or a 
total of £1,750,000. It is calculated that the amount of the fee neces
sary to be raised would vary from three-fourths pence per pound in a 
year when the exportable surplus is small to llhd. per pound when the 
exportable surplus is exceptionally large. 

Or to put the estimates in terms of American money, 1t is claimed 
that the collection of a fee of 2 cents per pound on all butter produced 
would provide a fund with which to pay a bonus of 6 cents per pound 
on exported butter and that this in turn would result in raisiug the 
price of domestic sales by_ the amount of the bonus, or 6 cents, with a 
net gain to the producers of 4 cents per pound. 

AUSTRALIAN WHEAT POOLS 

COMPtiLSORY POOLS • 

Compulsory pooling of wheat was entered into by the Government 
of Australia and the States of New South Wales, Victoria, South Aus
tralia, and Western Australia to handle the crop of 1915-16 and each 
subsequent year until 1920-21. 

The pools were under the direction of an Australian wh~t board, 
consisting of representatives of the Australian Commonwealth and the 
t·espective States. This board was assisted by an advisory board made 
up of well-known wheat shippers. Operations in each State were con
trolled by a local board. Overseas sales were made through a London 
agency known as the London wheat committee, which was composed of 
the high commissioner and the agents-general o1. the state concerned. 

acting in conjunction with the London representatives of the whea t 
shippers. Most of the crop was sold to the United Kingdom through 
the port of London. 

Agents of the various State governments received the wheat on behalf 
of their respective boards and issued storage certificates showing the 
quality and quantity of the wheat delivered. Through arrangements 
of the Government with the Australian banks, advances were made to 
the growers upon delivery to the appointed agents of the Government. 
The proceeds of the sales, after necessary deduction for expen es and 
advances had been made, were prorated back to the growers. 

VOLUNTARY POOLS 

In 1922 compulsory pooling was discontinued and the plan went 
ahead on a voluntary basis, with some changes in its administration . 
Since that time three pools have been maintained, one in each of tbe 
following States: South Australia, New South Wales, and Western 
.Australia. · 

There is a wheat board for each pool which is analogous to the 
former Australian Wheat Board and which arranges for the purchase, 
collection, storage, financing, and marketing of the grain. 

The board appoints agents to purchase grain from the growers and 
make advances on behalf of the boaru. These agents who are allocated 
to certain districts and who are usually firms already engaged in the 
grain tl'ade, receive grain for the board and ship it to the ports as 
directed by the board. As most of the wheat is sold at London, the 
board arranges the sales in London through an Australian Wheat 
Pools Agency in that city. This agency consists of two firms which 
receive and market the exported wheat of the pools (except that from 
Victoria, which is sold independently). The proceeds after payment of 
ad>ances and necessary charges are prorated back to growers. 

MEAT INDUSTRY ENCOURAGEMEZ..'T ACT 

AUSTRALIA 

Sets up cpuncll composed of one representative of commonwealth, 
ont5 representative of each state whose parliament bas passed legis
lation for the encouragement and improvement of the meat industry 
and for representation on the council, 16 representatives of the meat 
producers, and 7 representatives of the Australian meat establishments. 

This council is authorized : 
(1) •ro make recommendations to the minister as to the administra

tion of any act relating to the export or interstate trade in meat and 
meat produce. 

(2) To determine and declare rates of assessments to be levied under 
state laws on cattle and sheep owners. 

(3) To advise the ministry on any matters for the encouragement 
and improvement of the meat industry. 

AUSTRALIA CATTLE EXPORT BOUNTY 

The cattle export bounty act provides for the payment of a bounty 
to cattle growers at the rate of lOs. per bead on exports from the 
Commonwealth on or after July 1, 1924, and on livestock for slaughter 
on or before June 30, 1925. 

A USTRALIA 

DRIED FRUITS CONTROL BOARD 

(Dried fruits export control act of 1924) 
A board is established to control the export and marketing of 

Australian sultanas, lexias, and currants. 
The board is composed of seven members : One member appointed by 

the Commonwealth government, two members with commercial experi
ence appointed by the Governor General, three members elected by the 
growers in the States of New South Wales, Victoria, and South Aus· 
tralia, and one member elected lly the growers of the State of Western 
.Australia. 

The board is to maintain a London agency to advise the board as 
to current prices of dried fruits in London and elsewhere and to act 
as the agent of the board. 

Penalties are provided for violation of any order issued by the 
board under this act in regard to exports. 

A dried fruit export fund is to be raised through a charge not 
exceeding one~ighth of a penny per pound on these dried fruits 
exported from Australia. 

DAIRY INDUSTRY CONTROL 

(Dairy produce control act of 1924) 

A dairy produce control board is set up which is to be composed 
of one member appointed as the representative of the Commonwealth 
government; two members appointed by the Governor General as rep
resentatives of the exporters of dairy produce; two members from each 
of the States of Queensland, New South Wales, and Yictoria, and one 
representative each from the States of Tasmania, South .Australia, 
and Western Australia, who are elected by the boards of directors 
of cooperative butter and cheese factories in these States; and two 
representatives elected by the boards of directors of proprietary butter 
and cheese factories. 

The board maintains a London agency to act as its agent and to 
advise it in regard to current prices for dairy produce. 
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Penalties are provided for violations of orders of the board under 

this act in reference to the export of dairy produce. · 
A dairy produce export fund is to be provided by collection of a 

charge not exceeding one-e.igbth of a penny per pound on butter 
exported and one-sixteenth of a penny per pound on cheese exported. 

NEW ZEALAND MEAT PRODUCERS BOARD 

Following a period of low prices for lambs in 1921 the Government 
created the New Zealand Meat Producers Board for the purpose of con
trolling the export of merd.t from New Zealand. The board consists of 
five members, elected by the meat producers, hvo members appointed by 
tbc Government, and one member appointed to represent the stock and 
station agents. 

The board was given full power to carry on export trade and to take 
over refrigerating works. 

Thus far, however, the board bas not used the full powers given to it, 
but bas confined its activities to supervising and regulating the system 
of grading and marketing and to regulation of the shipments for the 
purpose of reducing costs and promoting an even flow of supplies to the 
London market. 

Most of the meat is sold in the London market. The board operated 
on the theory that if it could control the movement of the supply to 
that market it could stabilize the price so as to prevent undue depres
sion by market "gluts." 

In the second annual report of the board the following statement is 
made concerning this problem : 

" It is well known that in the past our meat was shipped in a very 
haphazard manner and the market was often glutted, with the conse
quent result of big fluctuations. Fluctuations are of no value to farm
ers. What they want is a steady, stabilized market. 

" Tlle regulation of shipments, besides being in the direction of 
stabilizing prices, also tends to prevent big accumulations of meat get· 
ting into the hands of large holders. A glutted market with a limited 
demand enables speculators to operate and take full advantage of the 
position." 

The board in this report described how it had pursued the policy of 
regulating the flow of shipments to market so that no more would be 
moved to market than the position justified and so that sufficient sup
plies would go forward to meet the demand. 

"The regulation of shipments," stated the report, "besides being an 
advantage to the home trade and a gain to the Dominion, is also of 
immense value to the shipping companies, who are advised by the board 
at regular intervals ahead as to the amount of tonnage required for 
each month. This places the shipping companies in the position to 
work their vessels to the most economical advantage." 

The committee on stabilization, appointed by the Ministry of Agricul
ture of Great Britain, in its report made the following comment on the 
various examples of movements toward centralized marketing in 
Australia: 

" Sometimes these have been developed with State assistance, some
times without; usually they have involved intermediate storage in 
warehouses or cold stores, and, as in America, arrangements with the 
banks to finance these operations. But any examination of its recent 
development leaves little room for doubt that the movement in Australia 
has behind it a clear grasp of the economic object it is desired to 
attain. A prominent member of one of the central marketing organiza
tions was asked by us as to what be considered to be the real motive 
behind these developments in Australia. He replied : • Undoubtedly, 
the object is to stabilize prices.' " 

QUEENSLAND 

In Queensland a number of measures have been enacted for the pro
motion and aid of agriculture. The primary producers organization 
act o! 1922 set up administrative machinery for the purpose of assist
ing producers in solving their problems and to bring about stabiliza
tion of prices so as to insure a fair remuneration to the producers. 

The primary products pools act of 1922 provides for the establish
ment of commodity boards to handle farm crops through a compulsory 
pooling arrangement, provided the growers are in favor of such ar
rangement. The commodity board would have authority under certain 
conditions to levy a fee on the commodity for the payment of admin
istrative expenses, losses, ete. 

(Detailed summaries of these two measures are given hereafter.) 

AMENDMENT TO PRIMARY PRODUCTS POOLS ACT 

When operations with respect to a commodity are sought by means 
of an order in council, such order may provide for the divesting of 
commodity from growers and vesting of it in the board. When a 
board bas been constituted and a petition signed by at least 50 growers 
is recel ved asking the board to acquire the commodity, the board 
may do so. 

In a referendum on the question of establishing a compulsory pool, 
the affirmative vote necessary is reduced from 75 per cent to two
thirds. 

Whenever the board undertakes to market a commodity without the 
State, a representative appointed by the minister is to be placed on the 
commodity board. 

The council of agriculture- is authorized to issue a precept on a 
commodity board and the board in turn can then make a levy on the 
commodity in such amount as the board may determine with the 
approval of the minister. 

The funds raised through such a levy are to be used for
(1) Payment of administrative expenses. 
(2) Payment to council of agriculture the amount of the precept. 
(3) Establishment and maintenance of insurance fund (hail, fire, 

flood, and other casualties) ; but levies for this purpose require poll of 
growers as a condition. 

SUMMARY 

TilE PRIMARY PRODUCERS' ORGANIZATION ACT OF 19:!2 (QUEENSLAXD) 

'Defines primary producers as persons engaged in the business of 
agriculture but not including agricultural laborers. 

QUEENSLAf\.'1> PRODUCl!rRS' ASSOCIATION 

Establishes an organization of primary producers known as "The 
Queensland Producers' Association " and composed of a council of agri
culture, district councils of agriculture, and local producers' associations. 

ORGANIZATION OF COUNCIL OF AGRICGLTUR& 

Council is composed of not more than 25 members, not less than 5, 
and not more than one-fourth of the total number must be appointed 
by the governor in council as the representatives of the government. 
The minister is ex officio a member and the president of the council. 
The remaining members, of which there must be at least 15, must be 
elected by the district councils, each district to elect one member. 

Upon recommendation of the council, the governor in council may 
appoint an official known as the director of the Queensland Producers' 
Association and who is to be subject to the control of the council. 

DUTIES AND POWERS OF COUNCIJ_, 

Among the duties of the council are the following: 
(1) "Developing rural industries." 
(2) Effecting the stabilization of prices of primary produce for the 

purpose of insuring to the primary producer a fair remuneration for 
his labor. 

(3) Securing additional markets. 
( 4) Promotion by research and otherwise the utilization of rural 

products in manufactories. 
(5) Securing improved means of storing, hauling, and transport. 
(6) Promoting a general policy of testing, standardizing, and grading. 
(7) Improving of conditions of rural life, including the extension oi 

rural education. · 
(8) Research into all rural problems; study of markets and better 

marketing methods; elimination of waste; advisory assistance to pro
du~ers; and cooperation with the Department of Agriculture and the 
association. 

(9) Dealing with matters in relation to agriculture and production 
of primary products which may be referred to the council by the 
minister. 

(10) Power to buy, sell, lease, hold, or exchange land, goods, securi
ties, and any other property whatsoever. 

DISTRICT COUNCILS 

The governor in council is authorized to divide the country into 
not less than 15 areas or districts, upon recommendation of the 
council. 

For each district there is set up a district council, the members of 
which are elected by the members of the local producers' associations 
of such district which are authorized in this act. 

The duties of the district council are-
(1) To secure the cooperation of the primary producers who are 

members of the local associations in that district. 
(2) To advise and assist the council in plans in regard to production, 

marketing, grading, and standardization of primary produce. 
(3) To advise and assist the council in cooperative undertakings such 

as the cooperative purchase of supplies. 
(4) Such other duties as the council may determine. 
The council can extend monetary assistance to the district councils 

to assist in carrying out their projects and the council may intervene 
and control the conduct of the business of a district council, for 
good cause. 

A district council bas the power also to buy, sell, exchange, lease, or 
hold goods, land, securities, or any property whatsoever. 

LOCAL PRODUCERS' ASSOCIATIONS 

Upon receipt of an application signed by at least 15 primary pro
ducers in the same district, the council is required to register this 
group as a local producers' association and assign it to one of the 
districts established under this act. 

The council can cancel the registration of any such association 
when satisfied that good cause exists for so doing. 
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The duties of a local producers' association are to ascertain the local 

needs of producers of that vicinity and formulate plans for meeting 
tbef;e needs; to represent the interests of its members before the district 
council in regard to matters of more than local concern ; to cooperate 
with and assist the district council in the discharge of its duties and 
in its efforts to aid the producers; and to aid in the correlation of the 
various local associations and societies in that district. 

ADVISORY BO.lliDS 

Authority is given to the governor in council, on recommendation of 
the council, to appoint advisory boards to assist the council in its 
general business or in respect to any particular problem. 

COLLECTION OF FEE 

The council may collect a fee from primary producers to be deposited 
to a fund known as " the Queensland Producers' Association fund," and 
'vhich shall be administered by the council to pay all the expenses 11;1-
cmTed by the council in executing this act and such expenses of a dis
trict council as are approved by the council. The amount of such fee 
must not exceed that agreed upon by the council and the governor in 
council. 

The regulations subsequently issued provide for the collection of the 
fee by purchasers of primary products from producers or those selling 
such products for the producer by means of stamps affixed to account 
sales, CI'edit notes, checks, or other documents giving evidence of the 
sale of primary products. These stamps are printed and sold by the 
Government. 

Audit of the fund by the officers of the auditor general is provided for. 
GOTERNJIIENT APPROPRIATION 

For a period of five years the Government agrees to provide in any 
year an amount of money for this fund which is equal in amount to the 
fees and fines paid into the fund during the preceding year. 

ISSUANCE OF REGULATIONS 

The go>ernor in council i authorized to issue such regulations as 
may be necessary to carry out this act and to provide for penalties of 
violation of them. The legislati>e assembly may annul any of such 
t·egula tions, however. 

Su~nB.RY 

PRIMARY PRODUCTS POOLS ACT OF 1922~UEENSLAND 

aom;modi-ty boards 

Provides for setting up of commodity boards to handle crop through 
a compulsory pooling plan. 

Declaration of operatitm period 

Upon recommendation of the council of agriculture, or by a repre
sentative number of producers of a commodity, or by an organization 
representing such producers, the governor in council may, by order in 
council, declare the provisions of the act operative in respect of thttt 
commodity and may constitute a commodity board for that commodity. 

Referettdum 

Notice of such order must be published, and if a petition is received 
within 30 days after such publication from 50 or more growers of that 
commodity asking that a referendum be taken before the order goes 
into effect, the minister must take a vote of the growers of the com
modity in the district to which the order is applicable, and if less than 
three-fourths of votes polled are in favor of such order, then such 
order shall not be made. 

The order may be rescinded or amended and may be made applicable 
only to a certain locality, or it may or may not be of limited duration. 

Selection of board 

The board is to be appointed by the minister trom elected representa
tives of the growers of the commodity, and shall appoint one ot them 
as chairman. Rulings issued under this act provide that nominations 
submitted for such appointments must be signed by at least 10 persons 
who are growers of said commodity. If the number of nominations 
exceeds the number to be elected, the minister forwards to each grower 
a ballot containing the names of the candidates. 

Oompul8ory pooling 

All of the commodity that is produced must be delivered to the board 
or its agents for pooling. The maximum penalty for violation of this 
provision is £500. 

In the discretion of the board, exceptions may be made in the case of 
small growers, sales of the commodity direct to 1ocal consumers or 
retail venders, portions needed by grower for his own use for seed, feed, 
or food, and such other sales and purchases as may be prescribed. 

Deliveries of commodity to board must be accompanied by an official 
CE'rtificate showing the merchantable quality of the consignment and 
Issued by a State grading officer. Consignments which do not conform 
to the prescribed standards must be refused by the board. 

The board issues to the grower a certificate as soon as practicable 
after the receipt of the commodity. Advances to the grower for such 

I commodity may be made by the board at such times, in such manner, 
and under such terms as it deems fit, but tbe making of advances is 
not compulsory. 

Operations of BoariJ. 

The board receives and sells the entire commercial crop through the 
pooling arrangement. 

Out of the net proceeds of the sale of the commodity of a certain 
grade the board makes proportionate payments to each grower in propor
tion to the amount of such commodity of the same grade delivered by 
him to the board. 

The board may arrange for creuit with brmks, or the Commonwealth 
government, or with any other institution approve(} by the governor in 
council. · 

The board is required to provide as far as practicable for the con
sumptive needs in Queensland. 

The board may make such arrangements as it deems necessary with 
regard to sales of the commodity for export. 

Commodities Included in Act 

Operations may be authorized in respect of " any grain, cereal, fl'Uit, 
vegetable, or other product of the soil in Queensland, or any (}airy 
produce, or any article. of commerce prepared other than by any proce s 
of manufacture from the produce of agricultural or other rural 
occupations in Queensland. 

RESULTS O.li' co,:.;TROLLED 1\IARKE'l'I:m IN Qt:EENSLAND 

Queensland egg boara 

At a conference of egg producers in Brisbane, November 28, Hl22, 
an egg pool was proposed. A referendum taken on the queFlion re
sulted in a suffici~nt number of affirmative votes to establish the pool. 

The results attained under the operations of the ppol arc described 
in the annual report of the director of the council of agriculture (1925). 

Fruit-marketing organizations 
Through legislation enacted in 1923 cooperative machinery was set 

up for marketing fruit. A threefold organization was provided for: 
The committee of direction. 
Sectional group committees organized on the basis of different types 

of fruit. 
And local associa tlons. 
As a result of its operations the committee claims to have benefited 

the pineapple industry between 50,000 and 60,000 potinds stel'ling. It 
claims to have secured a better price for tbe crop sent to the. canners 
than under a system of individual marketing. 

When the committee began its operations on the ummer crop, 1924, 
conditions facing the pineapple growers were unfavorable. Heavy 
losses we.re suffered by the growers on account of low prices on the 
winter crops and the lo s of fruit rotting on plantations. 

The first action of the committee was to secure a better price from 
the canners and succeeded in getting 3s. 6d. per case, although the 
canners bad previously paid only 2s. 6d. per case. The canning price 
becnme the basis of the fresh fruit sales. A miuimum price of 4s. 
per case was fixed on the Brisbane market and agents were notified to 
communicate with the board if unable to sell at this price. By effect
ing clearance to factories on several occasions, this plice was main
tained. 

Control ove1· the fiow of the commodity to market was also e:xer- . 
cised in order to prevent gluts. 

In respect of the winter crop of 1924, the committee negotiated with 
the canners and secured a price of 4s. per case, an increase of 6d. 
per case. Supplies to the markets were allocated so as to prevent 
depression of prices. The result was that despite the production of 
a much larger crop-a record winter crop for Queensland-than had 
been anticipated, no losses were sustained in these operations and the 
entire crop was disposed of at 4s. per case as against the previous 
winter crop which was only partially absorbed at 2s. 6d. 

It is claimed that a comparison of market wires, 1923, with average 
prlces and market wires, 1924, shows th..<tt the market price was raised 
approximately 3s. per case. In addition the entire Cl'OP was disposed 
of, whereas without orderly marketing much of the crop might have 
rotted on the hands of the growers due to glutted market conditions 
such as occurred during the season preceding the commencement of 
operations by the committee. 

In 1924 the committee handled the crop without collecting a fee 
from the industry ; but a fee was collected on the 1925 crop on southern 
consignments and on factory supplies. 

BANANA MARKETING 

Operations of the committee In the marketing ot bananas is also 
claimed to have brought large benefits to the producers. Despite a 
large increase in production, choice bananas in Melbourne brought as 
high as 32s. per case in 1924, as compared with 17s. per case in 1921. 
It is claimed that without the control exercised by the committee the 
crop in 1925 would only have brought 14s. to 17s. per case. 

It is also claimed that in open competition on the local market tile 
committee regulal'ly'"bbtained better prices than the agents. 
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The plan of olierations pursued by the committee was briefly as-

1 follows : • .,.~ 
The 'number of ag tB on the southern markets was reduced to those 

handling reasonable quantities-five in Sydney1 eight in Melbourne, and 
five in Adelaide. These were <>rganized into an agents' committee under 
the chairmanship of . tJ1i, growers' representative on the market con
cerned. Meetings wer~h~d weekly by this committee to discuss ways 
and means of improving the industry. The growers' objective in these 
meetings was to maintain the best possible price consistent with sup
plies. To promote competition .among the agents to secure better prices 
the market results were published weekly, showing the highest, lowest, 
and average price and the quantities obtained by each agent. The re
sult of tills was, it is claimed, to spur the agents to a "constant strug
gle to head the list or secure a 'place.' " It is said that "the effect of 
such an arrangement bas been that the market bas not been at the 
mercy o! a weak holder" and that " competition is now keener amongst 
the agents than previously.'' 

In open competition with commission agents on the Brisbane market 
in 1024 the committee regularly obtained higher prices for tbe com
mission agents. Furthermore, it claims that its commission rate was 
5 per cent as against 7% per cent for the agents. 

STill WBEBRI1iJS 

Due to a record winter crop of strawberries in 1924-25, the factories 
became oversupplied with berries for jam toward the end of the season. 
'l'o relieve this congestion the committee diverted jam berries direct to 
the public and received more orders than it could supply, which resulted 
in averting a threatened price depression, it is claimed. 

Due to the heavy pack of strawberry jam, however, there was a large 
carry over, with the result that there was an excess supply in the 
market, which deterred manufacturers from making purchases 9f the 
new crop. The committee was asked to assume control of the crop by 
the growers. The committee was able to secure a price of 5d. per 
poun~ for jam berries, which it is claimed is 1/2d. to 1d. per pound 
more than would have been obtafued by individual effort. 

CITRUS FBUIT 

In 1924 the central Queensland citrus growers were dissatisfied with 
market conditions due to glutting 'bf local markets, and they appealed 
to the committee for assistance. After HJ.vestigating the situation the 
committee recommended the export of citrus to the south under certain 
conditions. A trial of this plan has served to bring gratifying results 
and good prices, it is claimed. 

BEAZIL AND HER COFFEE SURPLUS 

Brazil was perhaps the first country to- adopt the so-called valoriza· 
tion plan for dealing with crop surpluses. This plan has been evolved 
during the past 25 years as a result of the experiences of the Brazilian 
Government in rendering assistance to the coffee industry. 

As early as 1902 this Government began a definite program o1. assist
ance to the cotree industry. The first efforts were limited to the pro
gram of curtailment of production, the Government enacting a law in 
1902 which penalized the planting of new acreage. The valorization 
plan had its real beginning in 1906, when the Government raised a fund 
of 3,000,000 pounds sterling with which to purchuse and store coffee 
and dispose of it in such a manner as to prevent depression of pl'ices. 
Since that time the operations of the Government under this plan have 
been broadened in scope to include other features, so that there are now 
several important phases of governmental aid being rendered to the 
industry. 

THE PLAN 

The valorization plan of Brazil as it has been developed con.sists of 
the following principal features: (1) Restriction of production J:>y the 
Government; (2) restriction and control by the Government of the 
amount of coffee that is moved per day to the ports of export; (3) 
purchase, storage, and sale of the coffee surplus through a Government 
agency financed by the Government; (4) extension of loans and credit 
t<> private operators on coffee deposited '118 security; (5) publicity de
signed to increase the demand for coffee and to discourage the use of 
substitutes. 

ECOXOMIC BASIS OF PLA.N 

The price level of the commodity is stimulated by curtailment of the. 
supply and by the control of the movement of the supply to market 
and also by the Government purchase and sale of the commodity. 

Control over tte industry is secured through a " Coffee Defen.se In
stitute," created in 1921-22. This commission consists of six members, 
three of whom are state officials and three of whom are selected by 
the state from agricultural and commercial interests. Of the last
named group two members represent producers' associations and one 
member represents the trade interests in Santos. The President of tbe 
state has the power over any actions of the institute. Dr. Julius 
Klein, Chief of the Bureau •of Foreign and Domestic Commerce of the 
United States Department of Commerce, stated in testimony before the 
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House Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce (Jantlary 6, 
1926) that the institute has had "a very effectual, complete control 
over the whole situation.'' 

Protection against excessive overproduction is afforded by compulsory 
acreage limitation. Surpluses which are likely to depress the price are 
handled through a Government agency either directly by purchase, 
storage, and sale, or indirectly through control of the movement <>f 
the supply to market, or both. Go-vernment warehouses are provided 
in the interior where large supplies can be stored and allowed to trickle 
out in small quantities which will not depress the price. 

The control of the movement of the supply to market is one of the 
most important phases o! the plan as it bas been developed. The 
export of coffee is limited to two ports, Santps and Rio de Janeiro. 
Only a certain amount of coffee per day is allowed to move from the 
interior to these ports of export. The reserves are stored in large 
Government warehouses in the interior and are released gradually to 
the export trade so as to prevPnt depression of pricPs which might result 
from glutted markets. Before this plan was devised, from 80 to 90 per 
cent of the crop reached these two ports within six: months after the 
commencement of picking. After th~ adoption of tills plan, in 1922 
and 1923, only 28,000 bags every day were allowed to reach the port of 
Santos and only 11,000 bags per day were allowed to reach Rio de 
Janeiro. Credit is also furnished to private operators in Brazil in 
order to enable them to retain their coffee holdings. Coffee stored in 
Government warehouses is accepted as security for these loans, and the 
terDJB and interest rates are established by the council. 

PAST OPERATIONS UNDER THIS PLAN 

In 1906 the Government raised a fund of £3,000,000 with which to 
purchase and store coffee. These supplies were disposed of in 1911, in 
1912, and in 1913 at a considerable profit, accordfng to a statement by 
Doctor Klein previously referred to. 

In 1917, following a :rear of overproduction, jn which the whole 
crop was over 22,000,000 bags as compared with the normal average 
of 17,000,000 bags, the Government resorted to the valorization plan. 
The large surplus, coupled with the restrictions on importations to 
belligerent countries which were in eJl'ect at that time, had resulted 
in depressing th& prices in New York down to a level of 6 to 10 cents 
per pound. The Government raised a fund of approximately $75,000,000 
with which it purchased a considerable amount of coffee, held it one 
year, and sold it in 1919 at a considerable profit. 

In 1920 and 1921 an oversupply produced in both these years resulted 
In depressing the price in September, 1921, more than GO per cent 
below the price in September, 1920, and prices on the New York 
market reached the low level of 5 cents per pound. Again the Govern
ment came to the rescue by supplying a loan of £9,000,000 to a Govern
ment agency for the purchase and withholding from the market o1. 
coffee. The stocks which were purchased were disposed of gradually 
within a year or two at a large profit, according to Doctor Klein. 

From a financial standpoint these operations have been very profitable 
to the G<Jvernment of Brazil, according to a statement of Doctor Klein, 
who declared before the House Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Comme1·ce January 6, 1926: "From a strictly business point <>f view 
the coffee operation bas been highly profitable to the Brazilian gov
ernmental authorities.,. 

As to tbe effect on prices, {here was an increase in price following 
each of these operations under the valorization plan. Between the 
periods of operation there were declines .in the price. 

SIMILA.RITmS BETWEEN COFFEE !tlA.RKETIYG AND COTTON MARKETING 

Brazil produces about two-thirds of the total world supply of coffee. 
Of the 18,000,000 bags produced, about 12,000,000 bags are produced in 
Brazil. Of the total world production of cotton, amounting to about 
24,000,000 bales, about 14,000,000 bales are produced in the United 
States. Both countries export the major portion of the crop. In the 
case of both cotton and coffee the commouity can be stored for long 
periods <>f time without appreciable deteriora!.ioa. 

VICTORIA 

GOVERNMEYT AID TO WHEAT EXPOBTS 

Under the Government guarantee act, 1925, the treasurer of Victoria. 
may guarantee advance granted to the Victorian Wheat Growers' Cor
poration (Ltd.) by any bank for marketing wheat received during 
the · season 192&-26 to 1927-28, inclusive. The total liability is 
limited to 75 per cent of the overseas value of wheat delivered to the 
corporation after deducting freight, insuraiX:e, and other expenses.. 
If the Commonwealth Government of Australia makes an advance, 
the liability of the Victorian Government is reduced accordingly. 

CEYLON 

Government control of the rubber industry is maintained through 
the agency of a rubber controller and an advisory board. Control 
of production is aimed at by assessing to each estate the "standard 
prodnction •• fol' that estate. Control of exports is also provided for 
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with a limitation of the monthly exports to an " exportable maximum" 

• which is equivalent to 60 per cent of one-twelfth of the standard produc
tion. Licenses are issued for exports at the minimum rate of duty, and 
no rubber may be exported without such license. The Government in 
executive council may increase or decrease the exportable nraximum 
on the basis of the price of " smoked sheet " in the London market 
for three consecutive months. These measures are provided for in 
the rubber restriction ordinances No. 24 of 1922. 

COLOMBIA 

A law was enacted in 1923 establishing a coffee valorization plan 
which provided for the storing and exporting of coffee with the pur
pose of maintaining favorable prices for coffee in foreign markets. 

Emeralds and salt are government monopolies. 
COSTA RICA 

A government monopoly on matches and cigarette paper was insti
tuted by a law enacted DeceiD"ber 1-!, 1918. 

ECUADOR 

A government monopoly of alcohol "aguardiente" (native rum), 
toba cco, explosives, cigarette paper, and matches was instituted by 
the President in 1922 under the authority granted by Congress in 
1920. Native capitalists were given the sole right to deal in these 
commodities throughout the country. Privileges were also given to 
limit the production of sugar-cane. A decree was also promulgated 
January 10, 1922, requiring exporters to pay to the administrator 
of customs drafts for 70 per cent of the estimated value of goods 
exported from the country. Salt is also a government monopoly. 

ESTONIA 

The sale and export of flax, tow, and linseed were constituted State 
monopolies in 1920. 

FINL.L~D 

According to commerce reports of the United States Bureau of 
Foreign and Domestic Commerce the Finnish Government was pre
paring early in 1926 to promote the export products from Finland by 
granting credits on ·products exported to Estonia, Latvia, and Russia. 
A total grant of 10,000,000 Finnish marks for this purpose was contem
plated. It was urged that the Government guarantee · up to a certain 
maximum the export credits of domestic shipments and to protect this 
guarantee by having recourse in case of default to bank guarantees 
furnished by the foreign consignees. 

FRA:SCE 

The Government maintains a monopoly on tobacco. This monopoly 
was extended in 1923 to the manufacture and sale of tobacco in 
Alsace-Lorraine. 

"\·arious Government monopolies are also maintained among French 
colonies. While there are no monopolies in Madagascar, Algeria, and 
French Equatorial Africa, monopolies are maintained in Tunis on 
tobacco, gun powder, salt, matches, and playing cards; in Indo-China 
on alcohol, salt, and opium; in Morocco, on tobacco. The Government 
control in the exploitation and export of phosphates in Morocco was 
also established in 1920. 

EGYPT'S EFFORTS TO STEADY COTTO:S MARKET TRACED 

A statement issued by the United States Depar-tment of Agriculture 
March 22, describes the Govemment aid extended to the Egyptian 
cotton industry as follows: 

" The efforts of the Government in Egypt to keep up the price 
of cotton have taken two forms: The purchase and holding of raw 
cotton and the restriction of acreage planted. The effectiveness 
of Government buying has varied in proportion to the amount bought. 

" During the World War the cotton market In Egypt was in chaotic 
condition ; for certain periods purchases practically ceased. The 
Government found it desirable to intervene to protect the industry 
and save the cotton planters from bankruptcy. In 1914 cotton was 
purchased in small lots direct from the producer·s. In 1917 the 
marketing of cotton seed was taken over enfuely by a Government 
commission and from August 1, 1918, to July 31, 1919, the same 
was done for C{)tton fiber. The cotton market was closed and all 
cotton entering Alexandria was purchased by approved cotton buyers 
for the official cotton control commission at a fix~ price of 42 talal·is 
per cantar for F. G. F. Sakellaridis and held for sale at 48 talaris. 

WIDE FLUCTUATION IN PRIC.I!l 

"The price fixed for the 1918-19 season was slightly above that pre
vailing on the Alexandria exchange in July, 1918, but by the following 
summer the world demand had so far improved as a result of the sign
ing of the armistice that the Government price was several hundred 
points below that which would have been obtained in a free market. 
The great postwar wave or extravagant buying had already begun, and 
Egyptian cotton was carried on its crest. From August, 1919, to 
January, 1920, the price of F. G. F. Sakellaridis at Alexandria ad
vanced over 200 per cent. The fall was almost as rapid as the rise ; 
by November, 1920, the price had returned to the level of August, 1919. 

The bottom was reached ln the latter part of February, 1921, when the 
price for F. G. F. Sakallarid1s, which had reached $1.31 per pound just 
a year before, stood in the neighborhood of 16 cents. 

" The boom of the 1919-20 season was very JargeJy the result or 
the American demand for Egyptian cotton for use in the manufacture 
of automobile tires, and the crists in America in 1920 was one of the 
chief causes of the collapse of Egyptian cotton. Exports of cotton from 
Egypt to the United States, which amounted to something over 96,000 
bales of 478 pounds net in the 1918-19 season, incr·eased to over 
445,000 bales in 1919-20, over a third of the total export, and decreased 
to 78,000 bales in 1920-21, less than a tenth of Egyptian exports for 
that season. 

GOVERNMENT SETS PRICE 

" On March 4, 1921, the Government definitely decided, with the 
consent and support of the British authorities, to make small purchas~>s 
of cotton direct from the planters. Unginned cotton was to be bought 
in the Provinces in lots not exceeding 9,900 pounds (about 20 Ameri
can bales) at a weekly fixed price somewhat above the regular market 
price, 18.6 cents per pound for the week of March 4 when actual spot 
prices stood at 17.8 cents. Though official prices were set this early, 
no actual purchases were made until March 20. On April 5 the Gov
ernment entered the cotton market at Alexandria and bought ginned 
cotton in bulk. All purchases ceased after May 31. In all, the Gov
ernment purchased over 26,000 bales of 478 pounds, paying at an aver
age slightly over 18.5 cents per pound for the small local purchases 
and from 25.5 cents to 26.8 cents per pound for purchases in the Alex
andria Excha11ge. On March 4, when the Government made its decision, 
the price of F. G. F. Sakellaridis on the Alexandria Exchange stood at 
17.8 cents per pound. One week later it advanced to 20.3 cents and 
on Mar_ch 25 it reached 26.5 cents. This was the highest point reached 
in Government purchasing in 1921 ; in the latter part of ~lay it dropped 
below 23 cents and on June 3 after all purchases had ceased, stood at 
21.5 cents per pound. 

"That this rise in price, though temporary, was to a very large 
extent the result of Government purchases seems probable when we 
consider the fact that the premium of F. G. F. Sakellaridis over 
American :!\fiddling at Liverpool advanced from 78 per cent on March 
4 to 115 per cent on April 1 and 122 per cent on April 29, declining, 
however, to 100 per cent on May 27, and to 90 per cent on June 3. 
As the greatest improvements in price come directly after the an
nouncement of the Government's decision and again after the first 
actual purchases, it would seem that in this case evidence of intention 
had a greater actual influence than the withdrawal of supplies by 
purchase. Later in the season, when the price had again advanced 
as the result or other influences, the Government sold its stock:l 
at a good profit. 

" The Agriculture Syndicate of Egypt iB one of the most powerful 
organizations in that country. In 1921 and later years it has been 
the most important factor in influencing the Government to take 
action for th-e protection of the cotton interests. In March, 1922, 
Egypt became an independent nation, and, as a result, it became 
more responsible to this syndicate. On March 24 the price of F. G. F. 
Sakellaridis at Alexandria stood at 32.6 cents per pound. By April 
17 it had declined 1 cent and by the 21st, 2% cents a pound. As a 
result of repeated importunities the 'Government again entered tlJe 
market on April 24 and in the eight days following bought between 
four and five thousand 478-pound bales of Sakellaridis and other 
varieties, paying for the Sakellaridis from 31 to 32.8 cents per pound. 
An improvement in the price of American cotton stopped the decline 
in F. G. F. Sakellaridis and brought about a gt•adual rise to more 
satisfactory levels. This condition and the opposition of · English 
public opinion in Egypt caused the Government to retire from the mar
ket. As in the previous year, the stocks were sold on a rising 
market and the Government realized a tidy profit. 

PLANTERS DI!OP SAKELLAniDIS 

" In June, 1923, the premium of F. G. F. Sakellaridis over American 
middling actually disappeared ·and the premium over Egyptian uppers 
was reduced to a very narrow margin. The result of this anomalou s 
situation was that it was more profitable for the Egyptian planter 
to raise uppers than Sakellaridis as the former variety produCNl 
a considerably larger amount of fiber per unit of area. In view of 
this situation the Governm-ent decided on August 1, 1923, to reenter 
the market and purchase some 15,000 bales of Sukellaridis. Through
out the tall and winter purchases were made in dribbles, the total 
amount bought being estimated at from 6,700 to 9,400 bales of 47 
pounds net. These stocks were liquidated during May and June, 
1924, and apparently had a somewhat weakening influence upon the 
market. There are between 20 and 30 private firms in Alexandria, 
each of which annually ships more than 10,000 bales of cotton. 
The total exports of the 1923-24 season amounted to over 1,200,000 
bales. One could hardly expect government purchases covel'ing a 
period of nearly a year and amounting to less than 9,500 bales to 
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have much effect on a market handling one hundred and thirty times 
that amount during that year. 

"The premium of Egyptian Sakellaridls over American middling at 
Liverpool increru;ed rapidly as the result of the smaller planting of the 
former variety in 1924. It rose gradually to 93 per cent in November, 
1924, and jumped to 122 per cent in December, reaching its high point 
of 162 per cent in March, 1925. 

"In the latter part of August and the early part of September, 1924, 
there took place a rapid decline in the price of Egyptian cotton.. From 
47.5 cents per pound on August 22 the price dropped to 38.3 cents on 
September 19. - On September 17 a parliamentary deputation proposed 
to the Government intervention in both the spot and futures markets to 
stabilize prices and help to maintain the margin over American cotton. 
Actual purchases by the Government, however, were strictly limited to 
spots and did not begin until September 20. Before that date operations 
had again begun to buy under the stimulus of favorable crop news from 
both America and Egypt, a steadier market in America, and the immi
nent intervention of the Egyptian Government. Actual purchases 
speeded up the improvement. This factor, plus an increased foreign 
demand and reports of large crop damage from the interior, created an 
exceedingly favorable situation. 

REFUSES TO E~TER FUTURES MARKETS 

"In the first pah of July, 1923, the price of F. G. F. Sakellaridis at 
Alexandria again started downward. On July 1 it stood at 66.6 cents 
per pound ; on October 1 it declined to 46.6 cents ; and on October 29 
to 39.4 cents. By the 1st of November the Government began actual 
buying, but the price continued downward. Despite repeated urgings 
the administration refused to enter the futures market and its purchases 
o! spots were so small as to be comparatively ineffectuaL On January 
14 the Government made an official statement to the eJfect that the 
Council o! Ministers, after due examination of the actual situation. 
have decided: 

"1. To increase purchases at Minet el Bassal up to Cantars 500,000. 
" 2. To maintain a reasonable parity between the price of Egyptian 

and American cotton by fixing as buYing basis for F. G. F. Sakellaridis 
a premium of 75 per cent over the value of American cotton." • • • 

STABILIZATION OF CuRRANT INDUSTRY 

GREECil 

In 1905 the Government entered into an agreement with the Privi
leged Society in Athens by which this -company was made the agent 
of the Government. 

The purpose sought ~as stabilization of production and prices in 
the interest of both producer and the public. 

The plan embodies
Warehouse and credit facilities. 
Guarantee of a market for goods produced. 
Orderly marketing. 
Control of exports. 
Control of quality of product. 
Collection of fee on exports. 
Advertising products. 
Disposition of surplus. 
The company supplies warehouse facilities where growers may 

store their currants, borrow money at reasonable rate. and hold the 
crop for higher prices, and i! they do not sell their crop previously, 
they are guaranteed a good price for it from the company at the close 
of the season. 

The company is obligated to buy at fixed prices at certain periods 
of the year any amounts of currants offered to it as surplus-f. e., 
any amounts which the growers have been unable to sell abroad. A 
scale of prices is fixed for various grades of currants. Inferior 
raisins must be purchased at a fixed price by the company at any 
time during the year they may be offered to it for sale. 

The company seeks to place on the domestic markets at certain 
fixed prices just the amounts which will be taken at these prices. 
It can not export or sell abroad. In a year o'f overproduction, the 
surplus is absorbed by the company and carried over to the years of 
lean production. In the years of lean production, the company is 
obligated to remove stock from its warehouses and place a sufficient 
amount on the market, if available, to keep local consumption in a 
normal condition. 

Currants can not be transported by growers from one Province to 
another without the consent of the company. 

A definite amount of money is set aside each year for advertising 
for the purpose of extending markets !or currants. The company can 
refuse to accept for storage or to purchase currants which have not 
been properly cleaned and dried for export, or if spoiled or adulterated. 
Inspection of product and of the vineyards by agents of the company 
is authorized. The company may impose a tax of 7 drachmas per 
thousand Venetian pounds on all export currants, in order to finance 
these opera tiona. 

The company is required to collect for the Government land and 
export taxes on a graduated scale designed to promote a stabilized 
supply. The amount required (If the company by the Government is 
4,000,000 drachmas when the exports were not more than 250,000,000 
nor less than 240,000,000 Venetian pounds. For each 1,000 pounds, more 
or less, than these limits an additional 18 drachmas must be paid. 
The growers pay the company in kind, except that in years of insuffi
cient production they may be allowed by the company to pay in coin_ 

Profits realized through resale by the company of currants in years 
of lean production are to be divided as follows : The company keeps 
one-fifth for expenses and commission, and the remaining four-fifths 
is used for improvement of production. Whenever the company makes 
a profit of 500,000 drachmas or more, after paying 6 per cent interest 
on all its preferred stock, an additional tax of 500,000 drachmas to the 
Greek Government. 

This plan was in operation for nearly 25 years and is said to have 
been generally satisfactory. In 1924 the National Bank of Greece was 
authorized by Government decree to take over the functions of the 
Privileged Society in connection with the export and valorization of 
the currant crop. The bank is allowed to sell large quantities of the 
crop in order to stabilize prices. 

HUNGARY 

Generally speaking, tobacco is a Government monopoly in Hungary, 
although a limited amount of private importation of tobacco is 
allowed. 

nmu 
The Government restricts the amount of opium grown in India by 

means of a license system, and the entire production is purchased by 
the Government at prices fixed by it and later sold at auction. 

ffilSH FREJC STATE 

A beet-sugar subsidy act enacted in 1925 provides for the subsidizing 
of the beet,shgar industry by paying subsidies at prescribed rates on 
the manufacture of beet sugar in the Irish Free State during the 
10-year period following October 1, 1926. Price atimulation is effec-
tively sought by production which forbids the payment of any subsidy 
on beet sugar manufactured during the years 1926, 1927, and 1928 if 
the prices paid by manufacturers for the beets are less than the prices 
prescribed in this act. 

ITALY 

A Government monopoly of the tobacco industry has been instituted 
which provides for the supervision and control by the Government 
through special bureaus established in the Ministry of Finance, of the 
production, importation, and manufacture of tobacco. Very hlgh import 
duties have been placed on imported manufactured tobacco for the 
protection of the Government monopoly. 

.JAPAN 

The Government has promoted monopolies in silk, camphor, camphor 
oil, tobacco, and salt. Following a drop in -price of raw silk in 1920, a 
silk syndicate, known as the Imperial Co., was formed to buy up silk 
with the purpose o! maintaining a certain minimum price on silk 
for export. To finance the project the Government gave assistance in 
the form of loans at a low rate of interest. In the report on the 
commercial, industrial, and financial condition in Japan (1921) issued 
by the department of overseas trade of Great Britain, it is stated 
" Even the severest critics of the Government measure admit that it 
saved the trade from possible ruin." 

The salt monopoly which was instituted in 1905 provides !or the 
purchase and sale by the Government at arbitrary ·prices, which in
clude a fixed amount for monopoly, profit, and expenses. No one is 
allowed to manufacture salt without a Government license. Imports 
from Vermosa and from foreign countries can only be made by the 
Government and the export of salt is encouraged by allowing anyone · 
to export it and by the sale of salt by the Government at a specially 
reduced price when sold for export. The use of salt in industry, agri
culture, mining, and fishery is encouraged also by selling it at a reduced 
price for these purposes. 

Monopolies are maintained on tobacco and ginseng in Chosen. 
In Taiwan, Government monopolies are maintained on camphor, 

opium, salt, tobacco, anc;l alcoholic liquors. The Government is said to 
have profited considerably from the maintenance of these monopolies. 
During the period 1902 to 1924 subsidies were given to the sugar in
dustry of Vermosa, totaling $24,000,000. 

LATVIA 

A Government monopoly of fiax is maintained by which a State 
agency pays fixed prices for flax. This monopoly was instituted in 
l919. A · law enacted in 1925 authorizes the payment of a Govern
ment-export bounty on all exports of sugar beets during the years 
1924, 1925, and 1926, the amount of the bounty being fixed at 13 per 
cent of the import duty on refined sugar at the time of export of 
the sugar beets. 
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JI'EDERATED MALAY STATES 

G<>vernment control of the production and export of rubber through 
Government agencies, which license the ruuber producers and the ex
porters, and prescribe the standard production and the amount of 
export duty to be levied on all exports of rubber. 

UNFEDERATIID MALAY STATES 

Government control of rubber and opium has been instituted in most 
of the States. 

MEXICO 

Government control of the sisal-hemp industry has been tried out a 
number of times. 

MOROCCO 

A tobacco monopoly has been formed in Mo.rocco. 

NORWAY 

A temporary State monopoly of imported grain and flour is main
tained. 

PERU 

Government monopolies of tobacco, matches, and phosphate fertilizer 
and alco.hol are maintained. 

POLAND 

A State monopoly of tobacco was instituted in 1924, and a State 
monopoly of alcohol and salt in 192~. 

PORTUGAL 

A French company held an exclusive monopoly of importing, manu
facturing, and selling tobacco in Portugal up until April, 1926, when 
its contract expired. 

RUMANIA 

Through a decree of the Minister of Industry and Commerce promul
gated in 1922, the maximum prices for wheat, flour, an~ bread were 
provided, and provision was made for the payment of bounties to pro
ducers of wheat and rye. Subsequent changes in these maximum 
prices have been promulgated. 

SPAIN 

Through a decree issued in 1922, the Spanish tobacco mono.poly was 
extended to the Spanish colonies in North Africa. 

In 1923 a decree was issued by the Government of Spain seeking to 
regulate food prices by preventing producers, merchants, and middle
men from securing net profits in excess of the amount fixed by the 
central council of provisions. 

The State cotton commissariat at a meeting at Madrid in 1926 is 
reported to have passed a resolution favoring the fixing of a minimum 
guarantee price for cotton the following season at 1.20 pesetas per 
kilogram and a payment of bounties to the growers out of the cotton 
sales of the current season. 

Through a Government decree issued in 1924 State assistance was 
authorized to new industries whose output is less than the domestic 
demand and to the industries with an exportable surplus. Government 
assistance to agricultural industries may consist of concessions and 
prinleges rather than loans or other economic assistance. 

SWEDEN 

Tobacco was brought under Gove1·nmeut monopoly in 1915, and it 
is reported that during the period 1915-1920 the area in tobacco de
creased about 100 hectares and that the value of the product mean
while practically h·eblcd. 

SWITZERLAND 

In order to encourage the production of wheat the Government ex
tended in 1924 the guarantee prices for Swiss corn until 1926 and pro
vided for the payment to the growers of a bounty in the form of a 
milling premium of 5 francs per 100 kilos of corn used by them in 
making their own bread. This was done with the object of discouraging 
imports of flour and encouraging the use of domestic corn. 

Over 50,000,000 francs were appropriated to provide subventions to 
various industries, including milk production, cereal culture, stock 
raising, and potato growing. 

Although the Government monopoly on butter has been abolished, Gov
emment monopolies on cereals and alcohol are still in effect. 

TUNIS 

A State monopoly on tobacco is maintained. 

TURKEY 

In 1926 a Government monopoly on sugar, including all kinds of 
glucose and raw and refined sugar, . was established. The use of sac
charine and its by-products in food is forbidden, and its import for 
medicinal purposes is under the control of the Government. Sugar im
ported by the Government monopoly is to be sold in Government stores 
at a price which includes the cost of the sugar, cost of importation 
and transportation, the consumption taxes, and the special monopoly 
dues ; sugar for the domestic refineries is to be purchased by the Gov-

ernment at a price equal to that which would have to be paid for 
imported sugar. 

In 1926 a state monopoly of the imports of petroleum and benzine 
was e-staiJlished whereby the selling price is to be based on the cost of 
the commodity plus the import duty, transpol·tation and administra
tion charges, consumption taxes, and monopoly dues. 

U~IO~ OF SOUTH AFniCA 

.A law enacted in 1925 provided for the establishment of a fruit 
export control board at Cape Town for the purpose of controlling the 
order of shipment and the export of fruit from the ports of the Union. 

An act of 1922 provided for the regulation of the maximum prices 
of sugar. 

The agricultural industries advancement act of 1925 authorized the 
making of levies on certain agricultural products under certain con
ditions for the purpose of promoting agriculture. 

The diamond control act of 1925 authorized the estaulishment of a 
diamond control board for the purpose of controlling the sale and 
export of diamonds. 

The payment of bounties on exports of slaughtered cattle and beef 
was authorized in an act passed in 1923. 

URUGUAY 

Uruguay bas maintained as stat.e monopolies the . tobacco industry, 
sealing and fishing industries, insurance, port works, and electric and 
hydraulic plants although private fir~s have been given opportunities 
to participate in many of thooe industries. 

YUCATAN 

1.'he Government maintains a monopoly in sisal hemp. 

YUGOSLAVIA 

Various monopolies have been instituted at various timl.'s in di.frerent 
parts of the Kingdom of Yugoslavia. In Serbia monopolies in tobacco, 
salt, matches, petroleum, cigarette paper, alcohol, and stamping paper 
have been supported. The result of their operation it is claimed has 
increased the revenue of the country and assisted the producers, manu
facturers, and coru;umers. The Montenegro monopolies have been estab
lished in tobacco, salt, cigarette paper, petroleum, matches, and in
toxicating liquors. In Bosnia and Herzegovinia tobacco, salt, saccharine, 
and powder monopolies have been instituted. A tobacco monopoly has 
been established in Dalmatia and Slovenia. 

Mr. ASWELL. Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentleman from 
Massachusetts [1\Ir. GALLIVAN]. 

Mr. GALLIVAN. Mr. Chairman, when this bill was before 
Congress in the last campaign I announced to the House that 
I was the only Member who had neither a farm nor a farmer 
in his district, but I am just as anxious to relieve the farmers 
throughout the West and the South as is any other Member in 
this Congress. But I can not stand for this bill. [Laughter and 
applause.] If I have got to support any bill I want it to be 
the Aswell bill. · 

Mr. Chairman, I have a great deal of sympathy for the 
farmers of the country and am just as anxious to try to help 
them out of their depressive conditions as is any other Mem
ber of this House; but I have no intention of voting for any 
bill which will accomplish that result at the expense of the 
consuming public of America. It is doubtless true that the 
great West is suffering from an overproduction of foodstuffs. 
It is doubtless true that the South is botllered by the over
production of cotton. The bill now under discussion would 
take care of the surplus which keeps prices of these things 
apparently low and it would provide for storing away the 
surplus or marketing it in foreign lands. Naturally, this pro
cedure would enable the farmers and the cotton growers to 
get higher prices. 

But why should the great West and the South get all the 
"sugar" in this bill at the expense of New England? Up in 
my country we are confronted with a condition somewhat 
similar, namely, an overproduction of cotton goods. The sole 
reason that many of our mills up there are shut down is that 
they can not make a profit at the present prices, due to the 
fact that they have produced an oversupply. 

Now, then, if the cotton growers are entitled to have their 
surplus cotton purchased and kept off the mark_et, why are we 
in New England not entitled to have our surplus cotton goods 
purchased in the same way and kept off the market? I wonder 
if the sponsors of the McNary-Haugen bill w.ill accept an 
amendment providing that, in addition to farm products, beef 
and pork products, raw cotton, and tobacco, which are to be 
fostered and cared for if this bill becomes law-I repeat, I 
wonder if those who plead for the farmers of the West and 
the cotton growers of the South will stand up and be counted 
for an amendment which will provide that manufactured cot~ 
ton goods be included in the equalization scheme in this bill? 

-· 
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Oh, yes ; I can already hear some of my friends in the so
called farm bloc whisper that manufactured cotton good~ are 
protected by the tariff. May I remind them that all the prod
ucts included in the McNary-Haugen bill, excepting cotton, 
are protected by the tariff? Our farm friends in this House 
claim that their people are entitled to a market for what they 
can produce and are also entitled to reasonable profits. If 
that is accepted as a truism, I ask you why are not the mill 
workers of New England entitled to steady work and reason
able wages? I would so phrase the amendment which I sug
gest that it would provide for the inclusion of manufactured 
cotton goods in this bill when produced in mills which provide 
steady work to operatives and which pay the going scale of 
wages. 

Now, please do not interrupt me to say to me that you have 
included cotton in this bill because you believed it ought to 
have been included; you are looking for the votes of those 
who come from the cotton-growing . States, and so you are 
throwing to the South a great big plum, and I ask you, 1n 
colloquial language, why can not New England " horn" in 
right at this point? We are just as much entitled up there to 
higher prices for our cotton manufactured goods as are the 
people of the South for their raw cotton; and if the farmers 
of the West and the cotton growers of the South are to be 
guaranteed a fixed price for their products they can well 
afford to pay a higher price for the products of the New Eng
land mills. Let us not forget that the working people of New 
England will have to stand a great part of the increased cost 
of living which will follow the enactment into law of the 
McNary-Haugen bill. But I for one believe they will be willing 
to stand for it if, in turn, they are assured steady work and 
reasonable pay by the same Government agencies that are to 
assure it to farmers, stock raisers, cotton growers, tobacco 
p1anters, and so on, and so on, by the McNary-Haugen bill. 

Think it over, men of the South and of the West, and see 
if we in New England have not some claim on you in this 
hour. [Applause.] 

Mr. ASWELL. Mr. Chairman, under the rule I have con
trol of one-half of the time, or six hours. It has been agreed 
that I shall yield one-half of my time, or three hours, to the 
gentleman from Kansas [Mr. TINCHER]. 

Mr. HAUGEN. Mr. Chairman, I desire to yield two hours 
to the gentleman from Kentucky [Mr. KINCHELOE]. 

1\lr. TINCHER. Mr. Chairman, I yield myself 30 minutes. 
Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, I do not know 
why it is that the people supporting the McNary-Haugen bill 
never talk about it. I do not believe that it is any argument. 
in favor of the bill for me to stand here and describe a con
dition that we all know exists and simply say that that con
dition ought not to exist. I do not think it is fair for one 
Member of Congress to assume to himself the idea he has any 
more regard for one of the great basic industries of this Nation 
than has any other Member. I think the McNary-Haugen bill 
bad its conception in the condition that the distinguished chair
man just delivered the greater portion of his address, which 
was with his eyes shut in absolute darkness. [Laughter.] I 
do not believe that anyone has ever, in all the talk we have had 
in debate of the McNary-Haugen bill, attempted to analyze or 
apply to it the course that the bill would take in working out 
and follow it step by step in any commodity. 

Now, we have men of ability in this House who support the 
bill that could do that if the facts would warrant it. The 
trouble is that the most of the supporters of the .McNary
Haugen bill have been controlled by telegrams, postal cards, 
and not by · the hearings and encyclopedia ! There is a live, 
virile, active minority in this country that is seeking to control 
this legislation. No one doubts that. 

Take the great State of Kansas; we can not deny that we are 
influenced by the ever-hanging shadow of the great Ralph 
Snyder, who can not hold an elective office in the State, but 
manages to keep an appointive office of an active minority. 
It was he who attended the last gathering of the Kansas Farm 
Bureau and introduced a resolution of denunciation of Senator 
CURTIS and a resolution asking for the indorsement of the 
1\IcNary-Haugen bill. He did not get them through this year, 
but last year he did. But he is there active all the time. 

I represent the greatest wheat-growing distlict in the United 
States. I am a representative from a district that produces 
more milling wheat than any other congressional district in 
the United States. I have made many campaigns in the dis
trict, political and otherwise. I know the farmers of that dis
trict. There are more than 350,000 of as good people as live 
under the canopy of heaven, who have their homes in that 

district. But listen! Not one farmer in that great wheat dis
trict of Kansas is for this bill. Tell me the farmers are for 
it! Witness the fight I made last winter and spring here on 
this bill. I went home and went through another campaign, 
and if there was one man in that district .for this bill I would 
have met him and known about him. Ralph Snyder is for it. 
Indiana has a great statesman. Have you ever met him? I 
do not mean PuRNELL or WooD or any of those boys. 

I have reference to the great William Settle, the man who 
mortgages his farms in Indiana and comes to Washington to 
tell the boys how to vote, the man who wears spats around 
here, one of these lobbyists you see going around with spats on. 
He could not be elected to any office there, but he farms the 
farmer, and comes here and tells you how to vote. He does 
not know what this bill is about any more than some of its 
proponents on the floor do. Still he is here to tell you how to 
vote. Ah, gentlemen, the American farmer is entitled to a 
square deal. He is entitled to have his Congressman study 
and know the facts for himself. He is entitled to help from his 
Congressman. · I heard a good one yesterday. I heard of a 
reputable Congressman on the Democratic side of the aisle, and 
I am glad he is there, although we have some like him, who 
said-and some of you will know who it is-" Gentlemen, the 
time comes finally in our service here when we must rise above 
principle." [Laughter.] 

You know who he is-he always rises above principle. Last 
year when the terms of the Haugen bill were finally agreed 
upon I had this chart brought in on the last evening to show 
to my colleagues from Kansas and elsewhere that the wheat 
farmer could not afford to be for the Haugen bill. Do you 
remember the answer that was made then? Nobody knew 
anything about it or how to answer, so the men from the North
west just picked out the best-looking fellow they had in the 
House, the gentleman from North Dakota [Mr. BURTNESS], 
and he came down here and said, " That chart won't do ; it 
won't do." This year after investigation they got to looking 
it up, and Sidney Anderson, a former Member of this House, 
got to writing letters and calling the attention of the Repre
sentatives who represent the great w.heat-growing districts in 
his section of the country to the fact that the bill in its present 
form would destroy the wheat farmer, which it would. Then 
what do these ambitious politicians do when they get into that 
kind of a hole? The gentleman from Iowa [Mr. DICKINSON] 
came on the floor the other day-and be is the father of all 
this tax-on-production business-and made a speech in which 
he said certain things and, I claim, made certain admissions. 
I have no apology, Mr. Chairman, for loving Sidney Anderson, 
who served on the .Agricultural Committee. The worst thing 
that can be said about Mr. Anderson is that he thinks-almost a 
crime for a Congressman-but he did think when he was here 
in Congress and he is still doing it. As I say, he wrote a letter 
and called the attention of these gentlemen to the fact, and 
the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. NEWTON] had this other 
chart drawn up proving the accuracy of the chart to which I 
formerly referred, which I used last spring. Not abashed by 
having misled Members of Congress from the wheat-growing 
districts, the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. DICKINSON] comes 
here and makes a speech, and here is his answer to the 
chart: 

Under tbe new bill, under tbe whole machinery of the McNary
Haugen bill, you can levy the equalization fee against the Canadian 
wheat broogbt in by tbe millers the same as against domestic wheat. 

He admits that you could not have done that last spring, 
and states that you can do it now. There are just two rea
sons why you can not do it now. Will any member of the 
Agricultural Committee within the sound of my voice say that 
it was ever advocated in that great committee by any member 
that that board be given that power? The chairman is here, 
and many advocates are before me. Does any member of the 
committee say that Mr. DICKINSON's statement is accurate, that 
any member of the committee ever advocated that we put into 
that bill a provision granting power to that board to levy an 
equalization fee against imports? 

Mr. HAUGEN. Oh, Mr. Chairman, it is stated in the bill. 
That is the processing. It matters not whether it is domestic 
or foreign consumption. 

Mr. TINCHER. I knew the idea was an Iowa idea. I re
peat, Mr. Chairman, that no member of the Agricultural Com
mittee will state that it was ever mentioned in the Committee 
on Agriculture that we were reporting out a bill giving this 
board power to lay a duty or to collect a tax on an import. 
I remarked at the time when I was sitting here listening to 
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Mr. DICKINSON's speech that perhaps if the Iowa farmers have 
not done any better type of _thinking in the last few years 
than have the Iowa statesmen, that might account somewhat 
for their condition. As a last resort you rush to my colleagues 
with this thing and y9u say to them, "Yes; TINCHER was right 
last spring, TINCHER was right when he said that would drive 
tbe wheat growers of Kansas out of business, but we have 
fixed it now, because we are going to collect an equalization 
fee in addition to the 42 cents tariff." The bill does not pro
v-ide for anything of the kind. Oh, they say it does, they say 
that you can collect it off the railroad companies. Think of 
this Congress delegating the power to a railroad company to 
collect an equalization fee on an import! Think of this Con
gress delegating sucn a power to a ouu1.·u. 

There is one good r eason why Congress can not do that. We 
have constitutional. orderly government in this country. I am 
not going to argue the legal proposition, but the Supreme Court 
of the United States bas never once hinted at a statement con
tradictory to the fact that we can not delegate any such power 
as this, even to the President of the United States, and the 
cases are clear. We can delegate the power under a certain 
state of facts arising for a certain thing to be done, as we did 
in the emergency tariff law, and we went the limit there; but 
here is a bill that proposes to giv~ this board that power, ac
cording to l\Ir. HAUGEN and now l\Ir. DICKINSON the other day, 
something that was never heard of in the committee. It is like 
butter in the bill last year. You remember I had a little tilt 
with the Iowa folks about butter being in the bill last year, and 
they finally said that it got in through a typographical error. 
[Laughter.] Well, it is out this year by a typographical error 
and they have got rice in. Rice has suddenly become a great 
basic agricultural product! [Applause.] 

Rice ! ·what did they put rice in for-to get two votes? 
Rice in, cattle out, raw-milk products and butter out. 

Mr. BLACK of New York. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. TINCHER. I had rather not. I want to talk a little 

while rather connectedly and then I will yield. I call atten
tion to another thing, you wheat boys. Mr. DICKINSON said the 
other morning, and it is the first time I ever saw one give his 
hand a way. Listen: 

In some sections <>f this country, like the State of Washington and 
the State o·f Oregon, where they raise wheat, a large portion of which 
is exported, under the definition drawn in the Crisp bill the only hope 
those fellows would have is to change to some other grade of wheat. 

What did DICKINSON mean by that? What did he mean? I 
will tell you what he meant. They can not change to another 
grade of wheat. You can not change to the hard wheat grown 
in Kansas ; and yet if the Crisp bill passes they say they are 
going to rai~e a different grade of wheat. Do you men repre
senting the hard-wheat districts want to pass a law that the 
west coast has got to rai!"le macaroni wheat and tax our wheat 
to bring it up to a level? Do you want to do that? You know
! do not know what Members of Congress do know-but this 
man from Ohio who said he did not have a debate and the 
other fellow said they did have a debate, this man BRAND, the 
great debater who suddenly became a great economist in a few 
moments last year, he came to me and some fellows and said, 
"You raise soft wheat in Kansas." Think of a fellow preach
ing all over this country about levying a classification fee on 
wheat who found out only yesterday that "Kansas raised the 
best hard wheat in the United States ! He thought we only 
raised soft wheat. That reminds me of a story: One time a 
nice-looking fellow lived on the west coast and had a lot of 
farm land. Do you know what he raised on that farm land? 
He raised hops. Then came prohibition, and be did not ba ve 
any use for the hops, but he exported them for a year or two 
and then tore it up and planted the ground to wheat, and he 
found out he had no market for his wheat, because out of the 
wheat he raised they can not make flour, but he had to export 
that wheat at half price. It was only used by some nations 
of the world, and the very poorest class of people eat it when 
it is reduced to macaroni or other worse dishes. [Laughter.] 
That man saw the light-this old hop farmer, he is no slouch
and they say he is going to be Vice President if you get the 
McNary-Haugen bill through, transformed from a hop farmer 
to Vice President. If he is ever Vice President, long live the 
President. [Laughter and applause.] 

Are you, my colleagues, going to vote to tax my people to 
bring the macaroni wheat up to a standard with the wheat grown 
in your district, Mr. Jo~ES, in your State and my State and the 
Middle Western and Northwestern States? Are we going to 
tax my wheat? They can produce millions of bushels of wheat 
on the Pacific slope, and the only thing wrong is that it is not 

fit to make flour out of. That is all that is wrong. I want to 
call your attention to this; they must have let something drop 
about the quality of the wheat they raise, so we find in Mr. 
DICKINSON's speech an admission that the Crisp bill will regard 
the grade of wheat; and if they ever do that on the west coast, 
they will have to raise a different crop of wheat. Mr. TIMBER-
LAKE, you and I know they can not raise a different grade of 
wheat, because they only produce soft wheat. 

Do you want · the farmers from your district to pay a tax on 
that hard wheat or on the high protein character of wheat that 
we raise in eastern Colorado and western Kansas, so that the 
old hop farms of Washington and Oregon can be turned into 
wheat farms at our expense? 

I want the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. DICKI~soN] to tell the 
Congress and the country, aside from politics, what be meant 
by that statement. This is a funny deal, you know. When you 
do not know for sure what to do, why, Peek wires Lowden, and 
Lowden wires back, "We will take this and nothing else." God 
ble s his soul ! I love him. I loved him when he appeared 
before the committee and denounced this thing. I loved him 
before he was sold on it. But you know, folks, you can get to 
chasing a rainbow like the Presidency of the United States until 
it becomes so alluring that you lose sight of little things like 
the facts. [Laughter.] 

He is to be President, and the hop farmer is to be Vice Presi
dent, and DICKINSON is to be Secretru·y of Agriculture and ToM 
WILLIAMS is to be Secretary of the Navy, and FRED PURNELL is 
to be Secretary of War. [Laughter.] I mention the organiza
tion somewhat in detail because I think the Army will be nec
essary if you are going to collect these fees. [Laughter.] 

~lr. ASWELL. What about CHARLIE ADKINS? 
Mr. TINCHER. Oh, Charlie is absolutely innocent. He is 

voting for this bill becau e he believes in it, and be is abso
lutely justified in believing in it because he is entirely unable 
to comprehend or understand it. [Laughter.] 

I say that in all the best of feeling. You remember last 
year what a hole he got me into. I will read you about that. 
One of the changes that is made in the new bill is mentioned 
on page 5 of the majority report on this bill. 

Under the new bill the term " cooperative association " means an 
association qualified under the Capper-Volstead Act. Under the old bill 
the term " cooperative association " meant an association, whether or 
not qualified under that act. 

You know when we had the Illinois Prairie Farmer saying, 
"It is that way, but ~t was this way before." He was wrong 
_then, and he is right now. That is his story. He is like DicK
INSoN·s speeches. He has made 25 speeches on this subject, 24 
of them renouncing the others that he made, and in the last one 
he admits that he has now a perfect plan. All his other 
speeches advocated a plan that would not work. [Laughter.] 

What does this board do? If you do not think this bill is a 
joke, I want you, sometime to-night, when you have more 
time than I have, to turn to page 5 and read the changes they 
say they have made in it. The only major change that has 
been made with respect to this bill is the dealing that has been 
done and the trades that have been made. They put rice in 
and took butter out, and got two, I understand. [Laughter.] 

I understand that the bill expressly says in a dozen places 
that it applies to food products only. I understand by a change 
in the imagination, in a few hours, we are going to announce 
by law for the first time in the history of this great country of 
ours that tobacco is a food. [Laughter.] When you do that
! am not going to get into that fuss-but I want you to state 
in the bill which kind of tobacco is food~hawing tobacco or 
smoking tobacco. [Laughter.] 

Now, l\Ir. HAUGEN never thought this bill would work, but 
about this bill in the condition it is in now on March 6, 1926, 
1\Ir. HAuGEN said to a man named Hirth: 

The bill provides for a tariff adjustment, and if you take it out 
you might as well put it in the wastebasket. 

He was right, you had better put it in. Of course, I do not 
know what they are going to do. They are going to levy this 
equalization fee on the imports. They are going to work the 
Republicans by saying they are going to put it on the imports 
and the Democrats by saying they are not. They will catch 
us coming and going. You can make rice a basic agricultural 
product and cattle not because somebody ·out West does not 
want cattle. They take that out. Others say, "l\Iy informa
tion is fairly reliable that tobacco is to become a food product 
and a basic agricultural product to be cared for in a food 
product bill." 
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Mr, PrBNELL said yesterday that the bill would not increa ·e 

cost of living to the consumers a penny. He would not yield 
when I tried- to interrupt him, and I did not blame him 
[laughteir], because he was making a speech at that time for 
his consuming public. Now FRED may make another speech 
in which he says he hopes Bill Settle will polish up his spats 
and go out and address the farming population. He is double
barreled. 

There are some things we are sure about, and we are sure 
they will establish a bo~rd of 12. There are only about 12 of 
them qualified. That would put in Bill and 1\1urphy and the 
bunch. They talk about farmers being i,n favor of this bill and 
speaking for their great organizations. They know there are · 
only about 5 per cent of the farmers included in that organi
zation. They may appoint and fix. salaries of secretaries and 
such experts, and so on, in accordance with the classification 
act They can appoint some others. There i,.s I! funny thing on 
the top of page 7 of the bilL The experts do not have to pass 
a civil-service examination and will not be appointed under the 
classification act. They can have as many of them as they 
want and pay them whatever they want, and the farmer pays 
them out of the equalization fee. I said to one member of the 
committee, a personal friend of mine, " Why did you not put 
the e.A"Perts under the civil service?" I said, "You are liable 
to get some experts who can not read writing freely." He said, 
" Oh, ],lell ; we expect to get experts that can not even read 
reading." [Laughter.] 

They expect to take care of the boys. That i.s what they are 
going to do, take care of the boys. How many can they have? 
Well, it says they can have as many as may be necessary for 
the execution of the functions of this new board. They can 
have as ma,ny of these experts as they want. and they say 
they a1·e such friends of the farmer that they would not do 
anything against the farmer; but the fact is they have been 
bleeding the farmer for years. 

While I was home I tried a few lawsuits for -farmers_ You 
may be surprised to know they did not believe all the stuff that 
was said about me last spring. I am still their lawyer. Some 
of their lawsuits were over this pr·oposition. This bunch went 
down and organized them into a wheat pool, and had them 
contract to pay 25 cents a bushel for all the wheat they did 
not delive1·. Then when they failed to make delivery they sued 
them. 

1 wish you could visit one of those court roomg in western 
Kan as and see how those farmers would like to pay this 
equaljzation fee. [Laughter.] You know our defense gener
ally was that the old man did not raise any wheat that year; 
that he rented his land to his daughter, to his wife, or some
body else. We had those defenses and I never knew one of 
those defenses to fail with a jury, and they will not fail. Let 
me say to the gentleman from illinois [Mr. WILLIA.Ms]. that 
if this bill passes you are going to collect this fee based on 
the experience I had in trying to watch those men try to 
collect this 25 cents out of those farmers. You will need to 
ask, . not for three cruisers, but for a great big standing army 
because you are going to need it. They are not going to pay it. 

Ah, but you say to them, " We are- going to levy this in such 
a way that you will not have to pay it unless you want to; we 
are going to have an advisory coundl." Who selects the ad
visory council? The board doe . If the law was in effect 
now they would put it into effect. would they not? Would 
they wait 24 hours before putting their experts to work? No. 
Every one of the experts included in the Lee House lobby 
would be sent home to-morrow to go to work. 

The CHAffiMAN. The gentleman from Kansas has used 
SO minutes. 

Mr. TINCHER. Mr. Chairman, I yield myself 15 minutes 
additional. 

They would be sent home to-morrow to go to work as experts. 
They have posed as experts and made Congress believe they 
were. Then, what would they levy the equalization fee on 
first? Cotton,. because it is off price. How could it help 
cotton? No way in the world! No one has ever offered an 
explanation ·as to how it would help cotton, and no one ever 
will. But they would levy it~ How many experts would you 
need on cotton? • _ 

I do not know, because I do not know anything about grading 
cotton. Then they would come out and levy one on hogs, and I 
know how that would work. The poor old hog man. He did not 
have a KENDRICK. The packers said, "If you leave hogs in you 
may take cattle out." The packers are not against this bill. 
~l.'his is a packers' bill. If the packers had been against it, it 
would not be here. I have tried that. I have tried to get SOIDe' 

bills out he-~e that the p-ackers were against, but they are not · 
he1·e a.-..ainst this bill. \Ve are going to function now on hog~:~. 
What can the board do about hogs? The first thing they could . 
dO' would be to fix the price, could they not? There is no dis
pute about that. Say you have 200 head of hogs and they have 
fixed the price. Then they can contract with the packer to 
process the hogs. They can pay the packe1· his expenses, 
charges, and profits--a cost plus policy adopted by our Govern
ment for the handling of his prOduction by the meat packer. 
Then bow can they get the money? They can levy a fee upon 
the hogs at so much a pound. To pay what? The packer's 
costs, charges, and the guaranteed profit, as well as the pay of 
the experts, cle1·k hire, and other salades. A fine future for the 
man who watits to raise bogs, and a :tine prospect. 

We step from a realm where we know that agriculture has 
been mistreated and trampled upon thl·ough theii· marketing 
system by tile five great packers; we step boldly out and give 
to a board known to be friendly-a board that deals with them 
every day as lobbyists and changes their bills to suit them- · 
the power to contract "ith them in such a way as to ruin every 
little farmer in the United States. 

0 gentlemen, I wish the whole story could be written. I 
wish the whole story could be told as to why they took cattle 
out. It really is be~use the cattlemen are big and organized 
and can fight back. So they take cattle out and put the little 
fellow who raises a few bead of hogs in. They say, though, . 
they will have an advisory council to advise them, 5 or 6 men 
in the United States to advise with 12 others, and a contract 
like that made. Is there a 1\f-ember of Congress here who ever 
voted to create a board that was not disappointed in the con
duct of that board? No. History does not record those things. 
You create this board and take the farmer's business away from 
him and give it to the board and rou will have the most dis
satisfied, the most unhappy, and the most mistreated farmer 
in the world. Oh, they say here on page 5 of the report that 
this bill is better than the oid one in that respect. Not so; 
they have an. advisory council now of seven. When you voted 
on and defeated the old bill, a few friends like my friend from 
Oklahoma ar:.d my friend from Texas had amended it so that it 
took a majority vote of the farmers. So long as you leave it to 
the representatives of these cooperatives or of these organiza
tions of paper farmers to decide, the rights of the real farmers 
will not be considered. 

I do not want to take any time to speak of the legal proposi
tion, but here is a fundamental principle of law that has never 
been denied by any authority: 

That Congres.s can not delegate legislative power to the President is 
a prinCiple universally recogni2ed as vital to. the integrity and mainte
nance of the system of government ordained by the Constitution_ 

Thi is from the opinion of Mr. Justice Harlan in Field v. 
Clark (143 U. S. 649). ·I like this case because it is· the case 
in ·which the court decided they had not delegated such power 
and then commented upon the constitutional provision. It is 
no different from any other case. No lawyer will take this 
floor and tell you that there is any decision of our courts war
ranting the delegation of this power. 

Thi-s board would have more power not only than has ever 
been transferred to any organization in America. but it would 
have more power than was ever advocated to be transferred by 
any bill on the floor of this House. 

Some people have lately said to me that I was kind of foolish 
in fighting this bill. I am going out. I · am going into the 
practice of the law. If there is anybody on earth who will 
get any benefits out of this bill, e-xcept the packer , it will be 
the lawyers.. [Laughter.] I think that is true, and I think I 
would be fairly well qualified-! am not advertising-to show 
them some of the weak spots in it. [Laughter.] But it is 
not going tO' become a law. They can send all the telegrams 
from Peek to Lowden and from Lowden back to the great hop 
raiser, and they can organize their cabinet; yea, they can call 
out their armies, but there nre still -enough men in this great 
Government of ours that believe in the nmdamental principles 
enunciated by our Constitution and in free government so tha t 
there will never be such a law as this spread upon the statute 
books of the United States. [Applause.] 

Has there ever been a conversation in the cloakroom con
cerning the merits of this bill? Did you ever hear one? No; 
the conversation is about what pressure they are bringing back 
home. I never heard a Congressman, outside of here in the 
well, claim that the b-ill had any merit. Here is the only place 
it has merit, when they are talking from tllis. well, and they 
cite a head-tax decision of the Supreme Court which has the 
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same application to the constitutionality of this proposed act 
as a divorce suit would have as authority for its constitution
ality. 

Then the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. HAUGEN], my dear old 
friend, has the figures down pat. He says if this bill had been 
in effect with an equalization fee, the lard producers of 
AmerifiU would have had a profit of $27,791,431.24. [Laughter.] 
An unanswerable argument! Figures obtained in ~orne divinely 
inspired way, certainly in no scientific or mathematical way. 
[Laughter.] Then he goes on with various figures. He used 
to have figures showing how much they would have made on 
cattle, but when they wanted to take cattle out and put rice 
in, he went along with them. 

Now, you watch them. They are going to vote on this thing 
over in another body to-morrow, if they get time. They may 
decide in that other body to devote their time to determining 
whetller Coolidge can run any more or not and they may decide 
that first. It will depend on whether the prospective Vice 
President will yield the farm problem in order that they may 
vote on his qualifications to run again. You know that is 
getting serious. If you get sent over there you do not know 
whether you are going to get in or not and they may decide 
that certain fellows can not run. It has been intimated there 
are men there who are willing to take his place if he can not run. 
LLaughter.] If they do not get busy on that question, they 
will vote on this bill to-morrow; not on its merits, but on how 
many postal cards and letters the propagandists have been 
able to work up at home. 

Then there is this great quarrel they have in Ohio. BRAND 
says they did not have "a debate." He spoke first and the 
other fellow spoke last and they voted and it was unanimous 
against BRAND. They pretty nearly did not have "a debate." 
He was virtually correct in that statement, and knowing 
BRAJ\-ri, as I do, and having heard him discuss these profound 
questions as I have, I am inclined to take his side when he 
says it was not a debate. 

Of course, it would not do for a great economist like him, 
coming from the same congressional district as that able, dis
tinguished former colleague of ours, Dr. SIMEON FESs ; it would 
not do for this great economist ov·er here, so familiar with the 
subjects of prunes and currants, to agree with Doctor FESs. He 
would lose his identity. And on this subject of " no debate," 
I went over this country a few years ago with the distinguished 
Senator-elect BARKLEY, and I never thought of how to get out 
of it until yesterday, but there were two or three times when 
BARKLEY and I met, and I want to serve notice on BARKLEY 
now that those were not debates, because I lost them. [L!lugh
ter.] But wherever I went, like the distinguished gentleman 
did up in 1\Iichigan, where be no doubt drew a picture of Kan
sas soft wheat, where be won, that was a debate; and where be 
lost it was not. [Laughter.] 

I would feel awful bad if I thought that in the last months of 
my official career I would have to go home and report to the 
fellows that raise 12 or 15 hogs apiece and to the boys that 
produce more wheat than the average of the States of the 
Union-and my district produced over 70,000,000 bushels of 
wheat this year, which is more than the average for the 
States-! would hate to go home and report to these men, 
" Well, I could not make them believe me. "\VILLIAMS and PUR
NELL told the committee that every farmer was for this bill and 
they got their advice from Peek, of Illinois, the old Moline 
Plow Co. man, who managed that company like he will this
it busted." [Laughter.] He is an economic failure and is for 
this economic monstrosity. They criticize the members of the 
Cabinet for being against this bill. Good Lord, what would 
they think of them if they were for it. [Laughter.] They 
do not have to be elected, they can be appointed; they do not 
have to stultify themselves and follow the postal card and 
teleg1·ams. They can listen to the hearings ; they can listen to 
the facts and be governed by them. 

Now, my friends, I have got a bad cold. I have control of 
this time and there is always so many things that happen to 
this monstrosity as we go along and. I always feel impelled to 
talk more or less, and for that reason at this time I am going 
to reserve the balance of my time until about the time that 
tobacco becomes a food product. [Applause and laughter.] 

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 

The committee informally rose; and the Speaker having 
resumed the chair a message from the Senate by Mr. Craven, 
its principal clerk, announced that the Senate had passed 
without amendment House bill of the fo!lowing title: 

H. R. 14242. An act to authorize the Secretary of the Navy to 
proceed with the construction of certain public works at Quan
tico, Va. 

The message also announced that the Senate had passed 
Senate bill of the following title, in which the concurrence of 
the House is requested : 

S. 4974. An act to amend and reenact an act entitled "United 
States cotton futures act," approved August 11, 1916, as 
amended. 

THE M'NARY-HAUGEN F.A.RM RELI~, BILL 

The committee resumed its session. 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman fl:om Louisiaua [:Mr. As

·wELL] is recognized for one hour. 
Air. ASWELL. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the commit

tee, I believe that the majority of the Members on both sides 
of this Chamber are vitally concerned in having enacted sane, 
immediate, effective farm legislation. It is to this sympathetic 
majority that I wish to sddress myself now. That there is a 
serious farm problem every thoughtful man knows. 

Prosperity in the country is not so widespread and universal 
as certain propagandists would have us believe. On January 
25, Mr. Edgar Wallace, legh;lative representative of the Ameri
can Federation of Labor, testified before the Committee on 
Agriculture on overtime pay in certain industries. His startling 
testimony is as follows : 

Mr. WALLACE. It is because we see so ma.ny men unemployed. We 
want to get the unemployed to work. We •mnt a division of the work 
in sight. That is why we are talking about a five-day week. 

Mr. AsWl!tLL. Is there much unemployment? 
Mr. WALLACE. Yes, sir; in spots. 
Mr. AswELL. How much? 
Mr. WALLACE. I was in the New England States an of last yf.'ar, 

and I will say that in the textile mills there is 50 per cent unemploy
ment--or there was when I was in New England. In my own industry, 
the mining industry, there is always 50 per cent unemployment. 

Mr. AsWilLL. Now? 
Mr. WALLACE. Now. It may be mitigatf.'d a little by that strike 

that they had in England, but, in normal times, we have no place 
to put those men. 

My brothers-in-law, three of them, are carpenters. Now, the builu
ing trade bas been comparativf'ly prosperous; yet, in Rpite of that, those 
men have not averaged four days a week for the last year. 

I present to the sympathetic majority in this House the bill 
H. R. 15655, an agricultural export corporation emergency bill 
as the simplest, the most direct, and the most workable plan 
yet proposed to this body for immediate relief. It is not an 
experiment as the proponents of both the other bills admit 
theirs are. It is on sound and well-tried lines. 

Numerous precedents can be cited to you. For example, the 
revolving fund of the railroad act, the War Finance Corporation, 
and the Grain Corporation. This bill (H. R. 15655) proposes 
a Federal farm board consisting of six members appointed 
by the President-five of the members to be skilled in fiye 
basic commodities, one in each, and the sixth member a repre
sentative of the public. This board i authorized in an emer
gency to establish an agricultural export corporation for eaeh 
basic commodity consisting of five directors. That is a simple 
outline of the provisions of the bill. It has no equalization 
fee. Instead of the fee is the export finance corporation plan. 
There is no doubt as to the successful operation of this plan. 

There is not a line in this bill written to gain votes on this 
floor, not a line written in an effort to win support, not a line 
in the interest of a presidential candidate. I think it is well 
recognized that farm-relief legislation in Congress has de
generated into a bitter contest between the boosters of forme_r 
Governor Lowden and the supporters from the East of Presi
dent Coolidge. There are sincere men supporting and opposing 
the Haugen bill, but the uppermost thought in the minds of the 
leaders of the Haugen blll is the success of Mr. Lowden. 

On the other band, the leading, outstanding Coolidge sup
porters on this floor and in the country are trying to save 
the President from the embarrassment of having. to sign or 
veto the Haugen bill. They reason that if be signs it he 
loses among the "wise men of the East," New England, includ
ing Pittsburgh, and if he vetoes it he loses the great l\liddle 
West. That is the outstanding issue. They are playing for 
high stakes, making the farmer the football of the game. Mr. 
Chairman, there is not a line in this bill that is written for 
the purpose of winning a vote or in the interest of any presi
dential candidate. There is not a line in this bill that is 
written to win the sympathy and support of the profeR·ional 
fa~-relief advocates. I do not include in this reference the 
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regularly constituted representatives of the farmers in this 
country, like Doctor Atkinson and Charlie Barrett and a few 
others who have become a necessary part of agricultural 
organization in America, but I include those -who have recently 
come to the ·front as professional farm-relief advocates. The 
Department of Agriculture has estimated that there are 14,000 
farm organizations in America. It has been conservatively 
estimated that the average cost to the farm organizations of 
agents, lobbyists, or farm representatives in State and Federal 
legi~latures is $2,000 per year. That means that the farmers 
of America are being taxed $28,000,000 a year to support pro
fessional farm-relief advocates. There is not a line in this 
bill that appeals to them. If my bill were enacted into law, 
it would take all of the joy out of their lives, because the 
Haugen bill creates 156 jobs outright; 12 members of the board, 
60 members of one council. and 84 members of another-156 
appointment to be made. Of course, the board is the preferable 
job, but a member of the council means the prospect for board 
member hip later. The Haugen bill provides almost enough 
jobs to give each lobbyist around Washington a position to-day, 
whereas my blll proposes only six jobs and I can not hope to 
appe.al to them. 

I call attention to the fact that these lobbyists, these pro
fes-=ionals who are here to-day in the gallery, have had their 
suit:::~ pres~ed, they are well shaven, their hair is trimmed, their 
ties adjusted, and shoes polished, all ready to make the sacri
fice and accept one of these jobs. You will ~ee them in the 
gallery and meet them in the lobbies during this whole week, 
and you will find them dressed at their best, waiting to be 
offered a job. This bill that I present offers no inducement to 
them, and, of courf'le, it has not been boosted in propaganda 
throughout the country. You could not expect them to do that, 
because they have a bill-the Haugen bill-so arranged that 
they can get a job. The Haugen bill provide that three names 
for each district selected by the farm organizations must be 
given to the President, among whom he must select one for 
the board. E,~ery one of these farm professional advocates 
has a farrn organization back of him, supporting him, and he 
can be named one of the three, and the President of the United 
States will have to appoint one of the three. That is the safest 
way to get to be a member of the board. The bill I present 
leaves the choice to the President of the United States, limited 
only by experience and training in the agricultural commodities 
named in the bill. 

I think it is clearly understood that this bill I present as a 
substitute does not appeal to the lobbyists, it does not take any 
part in the contest for the Presidency, and every line is written 
in the interest of" the farmer in an effort to help him sell his 
products at a fair price. There is another reason why this 
bill does not appeal to the professional farm-relief advocates. 
If you pass my bill you will solve the question and settle the 
agitation, and there will be nothing here for them to advocate. 
That also takes the joy out of their lives. 

I would like to have you notice that the Haugen bill as it 
stands is hopeless for those sympathetic Members to whom I 
addressed myself to-day. I · repeat, the Haugen bill as a relief 
for agriculture within two years is a hopeless proposition. 
Why? You have noticed that the night before last a very im
portant dinner, with President Coolidge as a guest of honor, 
was given in the city of Washington. Sitting at that festal 
board were men who represented accumulated fortunes of 
$5,000,000,000. The Fords were there, the :Mellons, the Guggen
heims, the Eastmans, the Firestones, and the other multimil
lionaires. The President of the United. States took courage 
from that distinguished group of "wise men from the East." 
It was given out boldly the next day that he would veto the 
Haugen bill i that he was for the Crisp bill. Of course, he is 
for the Crisp bill. It originated in the Coolidge administra
tion, exactly as the Jardine-Fort-Fess-Tincher bill did last year, 
for the sole purpose of confusing the situation and blocking 
farm legi lation. You might have noticed that Mr. Morgan was 
in town that night, but he is not in the list of those attending 
that cUnner. I presume that Mr. Morgan now is not wealthy 
enough to get into that distinguished group. One had to be a 
multimillionaire tQ be invited, and, of course, that means that 
no Democrat was there. Also, Dr. Nicholas Murray Butler 
was invited, but he made a curious speech a day or two before, 
becoming, for the moment, the "White House spokesman," and 
they di<l not let him in. I presume they were afraid that he 
would bring in some wet goods. But the Pre ident boldly said, 
or it was said for him, the next day, that he would veto the 
Haugen bill. If he vetoes it, you will have no relief. But that 
is not what will happen. I want to say this with precision. 

There is a new plan; it is working daily, effectively, but 
secretly. If the Haugen bill passes, the 11:esident of the 
United States may give out a statement a.s to its unsoundness, 
but he will sign it, and he will not lose support among the 
"wise and rich men of the East." 'Thy? The plan is delibel'
ate, and I charge it to the Coolidge administration. He will 
sign it to eliminate Lowden, but ah·eady it has been arranged 
to have the measure go to the Supreme Court of the United 
States, where it will be held until after the 1928 elections, when 
it -will be declared unconstitutional. 

I say, gentlemen, that a vote for the Haugen bill means no 
farm relief. I ask you seriously to consider that very vital 
question. 

Mr. CARTER of Oklahoma. Will the gentleman yield? 
1\Ir. ASWELL. I can not yield now. The Haugen bill is 

uncon. titutional, uru ound, visionary, unworkable, wicked. It is 
full of wickedness. 

SEVERAL MEMBERS. Otherwise it iS all right. 
Mr. ASWELL. Yes. I would like to point out two or three 

things. In the first place, it provides that the miller, the packer, 
the commission merchant, if you please, all processors a1·e guar
anteed against loss, with a guaranty that the farmer will pay 
the loss. There is no question about that, and the board will 
have the authority to make the fee any amount at its will. 
There is no limit to its authority. No board created in the his
tory of this Government was ever so powerful as this board 
would be. It is not only that, but it will establish a situation 
that will make the agricultural conditions of this country worse 
than they are now. The board will tax the farmer at will .to 
guarantee losses and· to take care of the packers and millers 
and big men of the country that are behind this bill. The pack
ers are as eager for the passage of this bill as our chairman 
[Mr. HAUGEN] himself. They are very friendly, and when thi<; 
bill was being considered in the committee these farm-relief 
advocates sat in the adjoining room, our chairman's room, and 
kept tab on everybody, and I remember when the bill -was 
reported favorably three Haugenites rushed out of the room to 
bear the news to their masters. 

The fact is, that any Member of this House, in my humble 
opinion, who votes for the Haugen bill, especially if he comes 
from the South, will destroy himself, because the equalization 
fee will be resisted in a very serious way. In mentioning the 
156 jobs -which the Haugen bill creates I did not mention experts 
and secretaries, nor did I mention 50,000 Federal agents to go 
over the country collecting the fee. But they are not desirable 
jobs, because the Federal fee collector will have to have a body
guard. The Congress acted wisely recently when in contem
plation of the possibility that this Haugen bill would pass it 
increaEed the standing Army by several thousand, because this 
equalization fee will be such a tax that in some sections of our 
great country riots and civil war will result; and I sympathize 
with a Member of Congress, honestly and sincerely, who would 
cast his vote for the Haugen bill, which would tend to lead to 
such a condition in any part of our country. 

The passage of the McNary-Haugen bill would-
1. Menace future farm prosperity and every branch of indus

try by establishing the Government in the business of buying, 
manufacturing, and marketing. 

2. Nullify the good accomplished by our present marketing 
system. 

3. Antagonize foreign countries by dumping our surpluses 
abroad, which inevitably would bring about retaliation by for
eign governments through erection of tariff barriers against us 
for years to come. 

4. Yield to the farmer the doubtful privilege of participating 
in an involuntary pool, without the privilege of any control over 
those who direct the pool's activities. 

5. Artificially raise prices to the domestic consumer, with no 
gua1·anty to the producer. 

6. Grant to the Government powers so paternalistic as to mean 
compulsory communism for the American farmer. 

7. Eliminate all incentive to apply the most-needed remedies, 
which are: Sound diversification, rehabilitation_ of credit, indus
trious application of study and worlr to the problems of the soil. 

8. Build up a still greater army of Federal employees, whose 
salaries are paid by the farmers. 

9. Leave the bill of costs for the whole impractical, vicious, 
visionary, and socialistic project in the hands of the farmers for 
settlement. 

WHAT DOES THIS MEAN TO YOU? 

:Mr. Milton Crowe, secretary of the Grain Shippers Associa
tion of Nashville, Tenn., under date of February 5, 1927, confirms 
my opinion of the vicious Haugen bill in the following language: 
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During the ye~rs of life e>f the McNary-Haugen bill, in spite e>f the 1 my reasons is that the Curtis-aswell b111 does not undertnke to central

heralded fa rm distress, the real farm farmers have never been per- izc all the administrative power in "\Vashington. I do not believe it is 
suaded that such legislation was the remedy to bring them relief. a good idea to centralize cooperative marketing and leave lt in the 

The Tennessee Legislature, last week, predominately from ·farm hands of Washington officials-our Government is too much centralized 
communities, refused to indorse this bill. So-called farm leaders, now. I nm hoping the bill introduced by Congressman AswELL will 
largely from isolated di<>tricts of the grain belt, which districts have have favorable consideration. 
suffered largely from land speculation accompanied by bad loans and We are having, etc. 
a weak and unhealthy bank situation; together with its capture, as a Your friend, IKII T . PRYOR. 
vehicle for the selfish aims of a so-called popular aspirant for the 
Republican nomination for the Presidency, have been the nutriment 
for the extended life of this bill. 

The South is not concerned with any of these local mistakes or 
political ambitions. 

Your vote for the passage of this legislation will bring to you the 
curse of the business constituency whose business and investments yon 
will be voting to undermine, whose money you will be voting foolishly 
and flagrantly to waste, and eventually the cur.·e of the f~trmer who 
ultimately will be seriously injured, if not destroyed, should the aims 
of this uneconomic legislation ever be fulfilled. 

In the last analysis the McNury-IIaugen bill holds little promise of 
popul:l.rity for you. The bill i.s so full of unsoundne s and weaknesses 
that your able analysis of it to the few supporting co~stituents should 
overcome a criticism due to an opposing position. 

We appeal to the inte;;rity you owe your office, to your hont-sty ss 
a citizen, to take a firm stand against the passage of this bill. 

1\lr. BLANTON. Will the gentleman yield 1 
l\Ir. ASWELL. Yes; I yield. 
Mr. BLANTON. Hon. Clarence Ousley, of Texas, formerly 

holding a position in Washington, has circulated a memorial 
among certain business men in Texas, which was put in the 
RECORD, and one of the names was Col. Ike T. Pryor, of San 
Antonio, who is one of the leading citizens of my State, appears 
on the memorial. He has sent a letter saying his name was 
placed on there by mistake and that he is for the Aswell bill 
and not for the Haugen bill. Probably others of those who are 
signing such memorials, if they really understood the two 
measures and compared them, would probably not be signing 
so many memorials for the Hangen bill. 

Mr. ASWELL. I think that might be. 
Mr. BLANTON. I would like to give the g€'ntleman a copy 

of that communication of Hon. Ike T. Pryor to put in his 
remarks at this juncture. 

Mr. ASWELL. I thank the gentleman. 
The letters are as follows: 

SAN A:sTONIO, TEx., January 'i!'l, 19P:I. 
Ron. 'l'HOMAS L. BLA.>;TON, 

IIo-use Oflice .BuUdtng, WaJ~hi-ngton, D. C. 
MY DEAR MR. BLA• TO:.! : I am inclosing herein copy of a letter I 

have to-day written our good friend .JoHN GARXER. You will observe 
after you have read that letter, I am sure, that I have carefully read 
the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD you sent me, beginning e>n page 2087, 
Mr. AswELL's speech, as reported. I want to thank you for taking 
the trouble to send me this and copies of the three bills. 

I unqualifiedly indorse the Aswell bill as compared with the Haugen 
blll, but really and tn1ly it is going to be impossible to write a bill 
that will fit all the different angles of agriculture and marketing tbe 
products of the soil until it is tried e>ut. The Aswell bill can be added 
to or taken away from as experience and circumstance dictate until 
we get a more perfect measure, and there is no question but that 
through cooperative marketing we can find great relief if furnished the 
facilities by the Government to opet·ate such a plan. 

I again thank you fur sending ll!e the literature, and am, with 
kindest regards, 

Sincerely yours, 

Hon . .JoHN N. GARNER, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

I. T. PRYOR. 

.JANUARY 29, 1!)27. 

MY DEAR GA.RNI<:R : I am in receipt of the CONGRESSIONAL RElCORD 
yon so kindly sent me with pag~> 1986 marked. I took the pains to 
r ead cat·efully the " Memorial to Congress by a group of 'l'exas business 
men." 

Some months ago Cllu-ence Ousley sent me a copy of the proposed 
bill, und I laid it aside and failed to read it and it finally became 
misplaced. He wrote and asked for my indorsement, and, thinking it 
was along the line of the CUJ:tis-Aswell bill Introduced some time ago, 
I gave him my indorsement. Now, I see he has used this indorsement, 
with other business men's, to pt·omote the Ha ugen bill, notwithstanding 
the fact that I wrote him and retracted what I had said after I had 
discovered my mistake. I have never been in favor of the different 
bills introduced by Mr. HAUGE~, but have always been in favor of tbe 
bills introduced by ~IL·. CURTlS or Mr. ASWIDLL, or both, and one of 

Mr. LEA of California. Will the gentl€'man explain the 
practical working of his bill? Suppose the bill were in opera
tion to-day and wanted to deal with the cotton situation. 
What would be the gentleman's plun? 

Mr. ASWELL. I will say to the gentleman from California 
I did not go into that, because a few days ugo I discussed the 
question fully on tltis floor as to what would be done in the 
case of cotton now if the bill were in operation. I . bowed 
that when the priee of cotton was 12 cents, my rotton export 
corporation plan would, if enacted into law, promptly raise 
the price to 15 or 18 cents a pound. 

The board would establish an export cotton corporation 
with five director , hard-headed business men; they must be, 
and would be. That corporation would immediately announce 
that it was ready to buy the surplus cotton at a fair price, 
which, as far as I llave be€'n able to test the sentiment 
among the leaders in both parties and in the President's Cabi
net, would begin, say, at 15, or 18, or 20 cents a pound. The 
corporation would have financial ability and authority to do 
what it announced it would do ; that is, to take off the market 
the surplus of three or four or five million bales. 

I think it would not take any stretch of imagination to see 
in advance that the price of cotton would instantly rise to 
that level and higher, and you might not have to organize a.t 
all if the bill were passed, because the knowledge of the fact 
that this corporation had this authority behind it and the 
authority to borrow ten times tllat amount would enable the 
public to recognize the potl'ntiality of that corporation, and the 
pric-e would be sta biliz€'d at once. 

l\fr. McDUFFIE. Mr. Chairman, will the g€'ntleman yield"! 
l\Ir. ASWELL. Yes. 
l\Ir. 1\IcDUFFIE. Would there not be an increase in produc

tion of the commodity'! 
Mr. ASWELL. No. 
Mr. McDUFFIE. In other words, if the producer is assured 

that he will receive a rtasouable profit for his labor, will not 
that stimulate him to produce more? And will not that be tlle 
result both under your bill and under the other bill 1 

Mr. ASWELL. Under my bill it would not. This export 
cotton corporation will havP the surplus cotton, and suppose you 
are a farmer and the corporation has bought a part of your 
crop. What autllority in the world could be more forceful than 
that corporation to say to you that if you continue to increase 
in acreage you lose the price you are receiving now. The cotton 
corporation will have the greatest authority of any institution 
I can conceive of to reduce the acreage. You will note the cor
poration has the discretion to determine what a fair price i , 
and the board has the authority and tlle discretion to terminate 
the corporation at will. 

l\fr. CARTER of Oklahoma. l\Ir. Chairman, will the gentle
man yield? 

l\Ir. ASWELL. Yes. 
1\Ir. CARTER of Oklahoma. Is there any possibility that 

they will do so? 
l\Ir. ASWELL. Ye . In order to secure a decent price next 

year. 
Mr. CARTER of Oklahoma. It has always occurred to me 

that there are three factors in the country who could control 
the acreage of cotton. Of course, no human agency can com
pletely control production. Sometimes we have a large produc
tion on a small acreage, but acreage has a most potential influ
ence on production. The gentleman knows that cotton produc
tion is conducted almost exclusively on a credit basis. That 
being the fact, three agencies should be able to control cotton 
acreage-and that is the principal element in the control of pro
duction-to wit, the banker, the landlord, and the credit mer
chant, and the latter is no longer a very important factor. If 
these agencies would organize they could control production so 
far as human endeavor is capable. 

Mr. ASWELL. I agree with that; but I will say to the g€'n
tleman from Oklahoma that I have stated many times that the 
problem of agriculture in this country can be stated in two 
wo1·ds-organization and stabilization. My bill now deals with 
stabilization only in the present emergency. 
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Mr. CARTER of Oklahoma. Eut everything comes back out cotton; the next end was that they limited the equalization 

eventually to overproduction. No man has ever thought out a fee to $2 and now they have left it wide open. How do the¥ 
plan suggested - for stabilizing the price of cotton without expect to get votes? 
eventually meeting the question of overproduction. These three Mr. ASWELL. They will take in anything that will get them 
factors-the landlord, the banker, and the credit merchant- two votes. I will say to the gentleman from Texas that they 
are the most vitally interested in the control of production. It took cotton out for two years and gave a subsidy, and now the 
would not be necessary to organize the farmers if those three leaders of the Haugen crowd are going to put in tobacco in 
factors be organized. _ order to get some votes; and I heard it said to--day that the 

Mr. EDWARDS. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yie-ld? leaders of the Haugen supporters would put in Russian thistle, 
Mr. ASWELL. Yes. wild oats, and Johnson grass if they could get three votes, and 
Mr. EDWARDS. The gentleman has stated that there is no make them basic agricultural products. 

equalization fee in this bill. To just what extent does the Mr. ARNOLD. Will the gentleman yield? 
equalization fee apply to cotton? Mr. ASWELL. Yes. 

Mr. ASWELL. Under the Haugen bill the equalization fee Mr. ARNOLD. What would determine the price that the 
would not help cotton. The board will have to make it $10 or corporation would pay the producer for the cotton? 
$15 a bale. The proposal is to take the surplus cotton off the Mr. ASWELL. The corporation itself, in its judgment. 
market. There is no tariff on cotton. The surplus of cotton Mr. ARNOLD. Would that be based on the then prevailing 
is 5,000,000 bales. It would take $500,000,000 to take it off the market price or on any price the Corporation would pay? 
market. There were 18,000,000 bales raised last year. At $2 Mr. ASWELL. It would be bound to pay a fair price. It 
a bale it would raise $36,00,000 for the fund. would be created for that purpose. 

The fallacy of the Haugen bill as applied to cotton is manifest Mr. ARNOLJ?. Is there anything in the bill which controls 
on its face. that feature of it? 

Mr. EDWARDS. The objection that has been raised against Mr. ASWELL. Nothing; except that the corporation is au-
the Haugen bill and the Aswell bill is that the initial amount thorized to buy. 
applied is a subsidy. Does not that apply to the Haugen bill? Mr. ARNOLD. At any price that would suit them? 

Mr. ASWELL. The answer to that is if they do not want a Mr. ASWELL. Yes. 
subsidy, why do they have $250,000,000 as a revolving fund? Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. Will the gentlelllan yield? 
They do not expect this revolving fund ever to revolve back Mr~ ASWELL. Yes . . 
to the Treasury. Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. Under the present Haugen bill, 

Mr. CRISP. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? as it relates to cotton, is it not true that whenever an operating 
Mr. ASWELL. Certainly. period is declared by the board, the board is then forced to 
Mr. CRISP. I am impressed with the thought that the gen- levy an equalization fee on every bale of cotton, regardless of 

tleman has a good bill, and I would like to vote for it. I would whether it is handled by a cooperative- or not? 
like this to be made clear before thtl House, in view of the Mr. ASWELL. Absolutely. 
answer made by the gentleman to the question propounded Mr. CONNALLY. of Texas. Under that statement of fact--
by the gentleman from Alabama. I understood the gentle-man Mr. FULMER. If the gentleman will permit. that is not . 
to reply that the influence that would hold down excessive pro- the fact. 
duction was that the export corporation could say to the Mr. ASWELL. I so understand it. 
farmers, "We are holding part of your surplus." Would the Mr. FULMER. When they declare an operating period then 
farmer individually have any interest in the cotton that the a majority of the cooperative associations, other farm associa
corporation went into the market and bought? Would he not tions, the advisory council, and the members of the board will 
be absolutely divested of all rights in that cotton? have to agree to levy an equalization fee. 

Mr. ASWELL. Not at all, because he would have to come Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. . I agree with the gentleman, but 
back to that corporation next year for assurance of a fair they have to do that -before they can declare an operating 
price. If the producers refuse to cooperate with the export period, as I understand. 
corporation, the board can terminate the corporation. The Mr. ASWELL. Absolutely. 
producers can thus be forced to cooperate in the matter of Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. When they once declare an oper-
acreage reduction. ating period they have no option but to levy an equalization 

Mr. CRISP. Then I had an erroneous idea. I understood fee on every bale of cotton that is marketed thereafter; is not 
the plan was that this board was to go into the market and that true? 
buy the surplus, and then the title vested in the cor:v9ration Mr. ASWELL. _ That is true. 
and the corporation cotild dispose of it howsoever it pleased Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. If a man who does not belong 
and the farmer had no interest in that. Therefore I can not to a cooperative comes in and sells a bale of cotton he is 
see how you say you are holding the farmer's cotton. I forced to pay the equalization fee? 

Mr. SANDLIN. But suppose they would say to the cotton Mr. ASWELL. Absolutely. Every producer is forced to pay 
raiser, "We are having so much cotton that we hold, and we the fee. It means enforced communism in agriculture. 
will put that on the market at 15 ce-nts a pound." Would not Mr. CONNALLY. of Texas. He does not get any certificate 
that check the overproduction? or any hope of gettmg that fee back, does he? 

Mr. CRISP. I think if they used wisdom and common sense, Mr. ASWELL. Not that I know. 
yes. I think undoubtedly it ought to check, because common 1\I~. CON.NALLY of. Texas. In the case of cotton they do 
sense would dictate such action. not Issue hrm any certificate? . 

Mr. SANDLIN. Does not the gentleman think that would M.r. FORT. If the gentleman will permit, they do issue a 
influence them a great deal? certificate. 

Mr. CRISP. Yes. I said that if they used common sense Mr. ASWELL. ~ut they are going to take that out. 
it ought to hold down production. Mr. FORT. I did not know that. 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Will-the gentleman yield? Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. I understand that is the way 
Mr. ASWELL. Yes. · the bill is going to be presented and that they will not issue 
Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. The gentleman's bill does not any certificate, so that all the Haugen bill would do for a 

bold the idea that in any way it repeals the law of supply and man who is not a member of a cooperative would be to exact 
demand? an equalization fee, have him sell at whatever the market 

Mr. ASWELL. Absolutely not; it supports that law. price is at the time, and get none of the benefit of any rise 
Mr. BLANTON. Will the gentleman yield? that may occur. 
Mr. ASWELL. Yes. Mr. ASWELL. That is true; that is actually correct. 
l\!r. BLANTON. The :first Haugen bill, which was intro- Mr. KETCHAM. Will the gentleman yield? 

duced in May, 1924, did not embrace cotton at all? Mr. ASWELL. Yes. 
Mr. ASWELL. No. Mr. KETCHAM. I am sure all members of the committee 
Mr. BLANTON. The one that was introduced in April, 1926, agree that as the representative of a cotton-growing district 

had to be amended before it could get many votes, so that the the gentleman speak.~ with authority when he speaks about 
equaliza tion fee on cotton was limited to $2 a bale. Now, the cotton, and, in view of his well-known information and ideas in 
new Haugen bill that is before this House has no limitation connection with that crop, I wish he would repeat, in connec
whatever on the equalization fee this board may prescribe. tion with the statement just made, what in his JUdgment would 
So they have thus played both ends against the middle on be the necessary amount of the equal.iza.tion fee to adequately 
cotton in the bills. The first end of it was that they left care for cotton under the terms of the Haugen bill? 

~) 
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l\Ir. ASWELL. It would amount to practically nothing in 

controlling the cotton surplus unless the fee were fixed at a 
figtu·e amounting to $10 or $15 a bale. 

1\fr. LANHAM. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. ASWELL. Yes. 
Mr. LANHAM. I understood the gentleman to say this sur

plus would be bought at 15 cents per pound or at any rate 
not below the cost of production. Does the gentleman have in 
contemplation the varying cost of production in the various 
Cotton States? 

Mr. ASWELL. Oh, yes. 
Mr. LANHAM. Bow could a cost of production be deter

mined that would be fair to the various States? 
Mr. ASWELL. Perhaps I did not make the statement clear. 

I said the object of the board was not to seek to purchase 
below the cost of production, but to offer a fair price at the 
time, which might be 15, 18, or 20 cents a pound. 

Mr. LOWREY. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. ASWELL. Yes. 
Mr. LOWREY. What are the commodities included in the 

gentleman's bill? 
Mr. ASWELL. The five basic commodities, the same as the 

Haugen bill, except that I have added tobacco. [Applause.] 
Mr. LOWREY. Here is what I want to bring out about over

production: If there is a surplus of cotton this year that has 
to be carried over, the fact that this organization would be 
ready to act as to some other commodity next year would at 
lenst give encouragement to pass from cotton to some other 
commodity? 

Mr. ASWELL. It might. 
Ur. JACOBSTEIN. Will the gentleman now yield for a 

question? 
Mr. ASWELL. I think I have used as much time as I ought 

to take. 
l\Ir. JACOBSTEIN. It will only take a minute and I am very 

much interested in the point the gentleman raised about over
production. 

Mr. ASWELL. I think I should close because other gentle
men want time. 

Mr. BLANTON. I think the gentleman is using his time 
Yery well. The gentleman is letting us have some light on 
this proposition. 

Mr. ASWELL. I will answer the question of the gentleman. 
Mr. JACOBSTEIN. Let us assume your statement is cor

rect--
Mr. ASWELL. It is correct. 
Mr. JACOBSTEIN. Let us assume that it is-that produc

tion acreage at least will be controlled by this board which you 
establish. 

l\Ir. ASWELL. Yes. 
Mr. JACOBSTEIN. What is the cotton farmer going to do 

with that acreage? I am not sufficiently acquainted with the 
subject to know. 

1\lr. ASWELL. Be will plant it in peanuts, grapes, or any
thing else. Cotton lands will grow anything. 

Mr. JACOBSTEIN. Actually, what do you think he will do? 
Will he raise corn? 

l\Ir. AS"'\VELL. He can raise corn and alfalfa. 
Mr. JACOBSTEIN. But they tell us there is too much corn 

being raised now. 
1\lr. ASWELL. Be will plant some of the acreage in the feed 

and food crops that he needs himself. 
l\Ir. BANKHEAD. Let me answer that part of the question, 

if the gentleman will permit, so far as the Southern States are 
concerned. 

l\Ir. ASWELL. I yield to the gentleman from Alabama. 
l\ir. BANKHEAD. For the benefit of my friend from New 

York I may say that I heard an official statement made at a 
meeting .a few nights ago that the six Southern States east of 
the Mississippi River are annually importing from other sec
tions of the country feed stuffs and foods to the extent of 
$1,500,000,000. 

Mr. JACOBSTEIN. Will not that create an aggravated 
surplus in these other sections? That is just the point I have 
in mind. I am asking the gentleman for information ; as a 
member of the Agricultural Committee, has not evidence been 
produced before the committee showing there are surpluses in 
these other fields? 

l\fr. ASWELL. That would lead to diversification in the 
other States, which would be a good thing. They would have 
to grow less of the feed stuffs. 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. ASWELL. I yield to the gentleman from Tennessee. 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. I should like to ask the gen
tleman this question and have his opinion upon it. There are 
undoubtedly many of us here who feel with the gentleman that 
the Haugen bill means nothing for cotton. I can not see where 
it really pretends to mean anything for cotton. If it does mean 
anything to these other products, taking wheat specifically, a 
basic breadstuff-if it does not mean something in the way of 
in~reasing the price, there is nothing to the bill, and if it does 
mean that, what effect will it have in that cotton section of 
the country which now buys 90 per cent of its food and feed 
products. Doing nothing ' for cotton whatever, if it worked at 
all as to these other products, will it not increase the price of 
the foodstuffs that they buy? 

1\Ir. ASWELL. It will increase the cost of production of the 
cotton man so as to destroy him. 

Mr. BLANTON. Will the gentleman yield for one other 
question? 

Mr. ASWELL. Yes. 
1\lr. BLANTON. The equalization fee, of course, is nothing 

but a tax. 
Mr. AS,VELL. That is true. 
Mr. BLANTON. The Haugen bill last year levied the equali

zation fee or the tax against the farmer who sold and pre
scribed a penalty if he did not pay it. The bill now levies that 
equalization fee against the man who buys the farmers' prod
ucts. What is the difference? 

1\Ir. ASWELL. None whatever. 
1\11·. BLANTON. It is all on the farmer, after all? 
Mr. ASWELL. The farmer pays the bill. 
1\Ir. BLANTON. And the penalty will be on the farmer? 
Mr. ASWELL. Absolutely. 
Mr. ALLGOOD. Will the gentleman yieJd? 
Mr. ASWELL. Yes. 
Mr. ALLGOOD. You spoke of the buying or retiring of 

5,000,000 bales of cotton at this time to help the cotton farmer. 
Is it not a fact that this surplus in the main is now held by 
cotton buyers or cotton speculators? 

Mr. ASWELL. Largely so ; some considerable amount of it 
is in the warehouses of the cooperatives, but we can not help 
that. The Congress did not meet in time. 

1\lr. ALLGOOD. There would be no restraint, then, on the 
cotton farmer to not plant, if it is all out of his hands? 

Mr. ASWELL. All we can do is to take care of him next 
year. 

Mr. SUMMERS of Washington. Will the gentleman yield? 
1\lr. AS'WELL. Yes. 
1\lr. SUMMERS of Washington. Will the gentleman tell us 

why he included tobacco in his bill? 
Mr. ASWELL. Because my bill will work 100 per cent on 

tobacco. This corporation will work 100 per cent strong on 
tobacco. 

1\Ir. EDWARDS. Will the gentleman yield for one other 
question? 

1\fr. ASWELL. Yes. 
l\fr. EDWARDS. Is this equnlization fee in the Haugen bill 

left optional with the farmer who pays it or is it compulsory? 
1\Ir. ASWELL. It is compulsory, but left optional as to 

where the board will assess it. 
1\Ir. EDWARDS. But when it is assessed, it becomes 

absolutely compulsory? 
1\Ir. ASWELL. Absolutely. 
1\fr. BRAND of Georgia. Does it decide when to assess it? 
:Mr. ASWELL. Yes. 
Mr. SHALLENBERGER. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. ASWELL. I think I had better stop. 
1\lr. SHALLENBERGER. I have only a question or two. I 

have been very much interested in the gentleman's very able 
explanation of the operation of his bill and the McNary-Haugen 
bill. I think the Bouse wants to understand the situation. 

I gathered from what the gentleman said that the corporation 
provided in his bill, if it had been in operation, would have 
raised the price of cotton to 15 cents a pound, and, as I under
stand it, the McNary-Haugen bill would have raised it to 15 
cents a pound through the board. If there is a loss because of 
that price, would it be charged back to the cotton raisers? 

Mr. ASWELL. The McNary-Haugen bill does not propose to 
raise the price of cotton at all. It only assesses a fee and then 
contracts with somebody to buy. My proposition is to have the 
corporation buy it outright. 

Mr. SHALLENBERGER. Then what would become of the 
loss that would result? 

Mr. ASWELL. There would not be any loss. 1\Iy corpora
tion would buy it, say, at 15 cents a pound and hold it until the 
price went to 1.8 cents or 20 cents a pound. 
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1\Ir. SHALLENBERGER. You have the faith to believe that 

it could be held until it went to 18 or 20 cents a pound? 
Mr. ASWELL. Yes. 
Mr. SHALLENBERGER. How long would you have to 

.hold it? 
Mr. ASWELL. Perhaps only a week or two. 
Mr. SHALLENBERGER. Is not the only difference between 

the two propositions this: Under your plan the loss which is 
bound to be incurred if you raise the price above the normal 
price in the country will fall upon the corporation, whereas 
under the other plan the farmer pays his share from the profits 
that he enjoys. 

Mr. LANKFORD rose. 
Mr. ASWELL. I can not yield any further, but I must an

swer the gentleman from Nebraska [Mr. SHALLENBERGER]. Is 
the gentleman through now? 

1\lr. SHALLENBERGER. I will wait until you get through. 
Mr. ASWELL. I am going to make this statement and then 

I will hav~ to yield the floor. 
Mr. LANKFORD. I have one question I would like to ask 

the gentleman. 
Mr. ASWELL. It has been asserted here time after time 

that the American farmers want to be taxed with the equaliza
tion fee. You will remember that there are three great na
tional farm organizations in the United States having a paid-up 
membership of about 1,200,000 members-the Grange, the Farm 
Bureau, and the National Farmers'. Union. The Grange has 
700,000 of that membershi~ and they are united against the 
Haugen bill and against an equalization fee. One of the other 
organizations is for the bill, and the other one has never in
dorsed it. It is not true that the farmers want to be taxed 
with this fee. If every organization in America were for the 
fee, it would amount to about one-fifth of the total of the 
farmers of America, and the other four-fifths are against it. 

It is not h·ue that these agitators have convinced the Ameli
can fai·mer that if he will be taxed with the equalization fee, 
then by the waving of some magic wand or by some Houdini 
sleight-of-hand performance, the Haugen bill would convert the 
tax into a profit. It is not true that the American farmers are 
for the Haugen bill. · 

Mr. SHALLE~13ERGER. They are in my ·country. 
l\fr. ASWELL. Well, they have been educated to it. 
Mr. SHALLENBERGER. We have the most educated and 

the most productive farmers of auy section in the country. 
l\fr. ASWELL. They do not know anything about any other 

bill. The lobbyists of your section are all for the Haugen bill. 
It offers 156 jobs. 

Mr. SHALLENBERGER. Now, one more question--
Mr. ASWELL. I can not yield any further. Mr. Chairman, 

I reserve the balance of my time. 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Louisiana has con

sumed 50 minutes. 
Mr. ASWELL. Mr. Chau·man, I yield 25 minutes to the 

gentleman from North Carolina [Mr. KERR], 10 minutes from 
my time and 15 minutes from the gentleman from Kansas [Mr. 
TINCHER]. 

And in correspondence with Baron De Moll he again paid 
his respects to the importance of this industry, stating that-
agriculture is the basis of the subsistence, the comfort, and the happi
ness of man. * * * 

Did not Jefferson's profound wisdom and prophetic vision 
foresee the peril which now threatens this "precious fine art," 
and " most useful of the occupations of man " ? 

American genius and our unparalleled natural resources have 
given us a position of industrial supremacy ; the United States 
and its possessions embrace but 6 per cent of the area of the 
world and within this area there is but 7 per cent of the popu
lation of the world, and yet we now control one-half of the world's 
business and economic activity. I assert, without fear of con
tradiction, that it has not been political liberty so much as 
economic liberty that has enabled us to attain this supremacy. 
That which is true of the United States of America is true of 
the world; the institutions of a people are but the reflec-tion 
of the economic foundations upon which they are builded, this 
inevitably determines the politics, the industTy, the moral'3, 
and the religion of a nation. Men care but little about the 
form of government under which they live as long as they are 
industr ially free. The economic environment has always._ and 
will ever determine the destiny of a nation. Poverty and misery 
are the handmaids of revoiution, and revolution has destroyed 
every civilization known to mankind. [Applause.] 

Centuries ago the center of civilization shifted from the 
valley of the Euphrates to Egypt and Palestine, thence to 
Greece, where, 500 years before Christ, it gave birth to a 
philosophy, a literature, and an art that has remained the 
inspiration of subsequent centuries, thence to Rome, and f1·om 
the seven hills on the Tiber this city expanued until she was 
the "mistress of the world." During the first centuries of the 
Republic of Rome, each individual owned as much land as he 
could cultivate, upon each farm there was a farmer who was 
a citizen soldier, and this farmer-soldier was not only willing, 
because of his industrial freedom, to fight for his home and 
his household, but he was also willing to extend the domain 
of his beloved republic; the land belonged to the people, it was 
the ager publicus, and every Roman felt secure in his industrial 
as well as ,his political freedom. Human nature, always the 
same in e\ery age, when it loses its power of self-mastery, 
falls an easy prey to selfishness, avarice, and greed. The 
economically powerful, incited by exploitation in conquered 
territory, now in control of ,the Roman Senate, which was con
stituted solely by the moneyed, landed, and creditor class, 
would not stay its vicious hand until, through unjust and dis
criminatory laws, it had reduced to peonage this citizen soldier 
and honest yeoman. Ninety-eight per cent of the wealth of 
Rome had been garnered into the coffers of 2 per cent of its 
population, its economic· liberty was no longer its pride and 
power, and it inevitably fell a prey to barbarians. Poverty and 
misery has never and will never defend a nation nor pre
serve its civilization. [Applause.] 

"When Rome fell," says Marcus Philippus, "there were not 2,000 
individuals in the commonwealth who were worth any property." 

FARM RELIEF LEGISLATIO!'< Ill fares the land to hastening ills a prey 
Mr. KERR. 1\Ir. Chairman, the American Congress has now Where wealth accumulates and men decay. 

under consideration. in my opinion, the most important eco- By the end of the sixteenth century the bulk of the land in 
nomic q~estion which this Nation e.ver dealt with. I refer, England had passed from the possession of the people into the 
Mr. Cha1rman, to those matters wh1ch propose legislation in I great holdings, high rents and high taxes were imposed upon 
behalf of those engaged .in agri~ultural pursuits in this country. the English farmer, and he was reduced to economic slavery. 
I should be very happy m my trme and in this service by which Political and religious persecution dislodged a large per cent 
I have been honored, through the confidence and generosity of the very finest type of our English forefathers and led to 
of a patTiotic constituency, to contribute to that effort on the the settlement of America beginninO' in the seventeenth cen
part of the conscientious membership of this, the greatest legis- tury. In these later years' the emiO'~ants which have come in 
lative body on earth, which has for its purpose the guarantee hordes to this land have principally" come from those countries 
by law of economic equality and consummate justice to this where economic freedom has been denied by force of law. This 
element w~o till our soil and contribute so much to the moral injustice promotes viciousness and c6ntempt for law and order, 
and matenal worth of this Republic. and when a human being is dominated by such a sentiment he 

It. is always most interesting to recur to the wisdom and iS a most undesirable factor in any body politic. 
the Ideals of Thomas Jefferson; the concepts of this statesman 1\Ir. Chairman, the great war between the States of this 
will ever be the polestar of our economic as well as political Union was a conflict between the divergent economic systems of 
achievement. On one occasion, he wrote his contemporary and the North and the South, and even the most solemn sanction 
friend, R~bert Livingston, that agriculture was "the first and of the Constitution, which guaranteed to every citizen the 
most precious of all arts." To Washington, his fellow builder, right to his property wherever he chose to go, could not pre-
he said : vent it. 

Agriculture is our wisest pursuit, because it will in the end con
tribute most to real wealth, good morals, and happiness. 

To Mr. Silvestre he wrote : 
Agriculture is the most useful of the occupations of n:um. 

America offers a mirror of the evolution of the w-estern 
world from -the expansion of Rome to date, and this Nation 
though only 150 years old reveals in no uncertain way the 
eom·se of universal history. Very naturally we ask ourselves, 
Is this the last stand of civilization? Century by century the 
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proces · of nation-building bas repeated itself, ever the details 
the same. Is life just one circle followed by another, wherein 
one generation through sacrifice and efficiency build, and an
other generation through selfishness and greed destroy·? Be 
we ever so optimistic, these are serious questions, and this is a 
serious time. The wisest man said : 

How much better is it to get wisdom than gold ! and to get under
standing rather to be chosen than silver ! 

There is an element in our Nation which unceasingly pro
claims that we are prosperous, and that the status quo of our 
national life is just what it should be, that economic freedom 
abounds, and that we are safe upon the way of greater achieve
ment. I am willing to concede that three of the pillars of our 
economic activities are prosperous; our present Federal banking 
system, and those institutions through which we negotiate our 
financial obligations, these, vouchsafed by Federal law and reg
ulation, are most prosperous; and the 12 Federal reserve banks, 
about which this whole system revolves, themsel'"es re•eal a 
profit of many millions annually. Our transportation system, 
now organized and directed by Federal law, is prosperous be
yond the dream of the most avaricious, and has just recently 
announced an annual net income of more than $1,000,000,000. 
The manufacturing industries of this country with few ex
ceptions are most prosperous, and those best organized and 
best protected by the tariff laws have but recently declared 
dividends which disclose that these industries are more pros
perous than ever before ~ the history of the country. 1\Ir. 
Chairman, there is a one-third of the population of this coun
try which is not engaged in these prosperous economic activi
ties. This is the American farmer ; he is the other pillar to 
this superstructure of our national welfare and security. It 
is true that a chain is no stronger than its weakest link; 
neither is a table any stronger than its weakest leg or pillar. 
But a glance at the economic condition of the farmer of this 
country, in my opinion, discloses that unless something is done 
·by legislation to aid him in the stabilization of his c1·op prices 
and the control of his production in order that he may secure 
a fair profit upon his labor and investment, this industry is 
doomed to bankruptcy ; and the farmer himself, once the pride 
and strength of this Nation, will be reduced to peonage. In 
the face of the facts it is idle to argue against this inevitable 
finality. [Applause.] 

I do not understand that the American farmer is asking more 
at the hands of this Government than that which has been 
extended to every other industrial activity. You allow this 
pillar of our economic life to crumble and go to destruction, the 
superstructure will topple and all business will be seriously 
affected, if not totally destroyed. I apprehend that selfishness 
and predatory wealth would like to prey upon this unorgan
ized element in our national life some longer ; they think, and 
justly so, that it is from this element they derive a large per 
cent of their profits. I warn you that the destruction of the 
agriculture interest in this Nation spells your destruction, if 
history repeats itself. 

May I not quote again the wisdom of Thomas Jefferson? In 
his first inaugural address he said: 

The encouragement of agriculture and commerce, its handmaid, I 
d eem one of the essential principles of government, and consequently 
one which ought to shape its administration. 

In his first annual message he said : 
Agriculture, manufacture, commerce, and navigation, the four pillars 

of our prosperity, are most thriving when left most to individual enter
prises. Protection from casual embarrassments may sometimes be sea
sonably interposed. 

To the great lawyer John Jay he wrote : 
An equilibrium of agriculture, manufactures, and commerce is cer

tainly most essential to our independence. 

To Thomas Leiper he wrote : 
I trust that the good sense of our country will see that its greatest 

prosperity depends on the due balance between agriculture, manufac
tures, and commerce. 

If I should be called upon to name five of the greatest demo
crats in our history-! refer to ideals and not a political 
party-! should include in this number Theodore Roosevelt. 
He said: 

If there is one lesson taught by history, it ts that permanent great
ness of any State must ultimately depend more upon the character of 
the country population than anything else. No growth of cities, no 
growth of wealth, can make up for a loss ot either the number or the 
character of the farming population. 

And, again, he said : 
In eyery great crisis of the past a peculiar dependence bas had to be 

placed upon the farming population, and this dependence has hereto
fore been justified. But it can not be justified in the future if agri
culture is permitted to sink in the scale as compared with other 
employment. 

In common justice to the agricultural life of America, this 
Government should endeavor to right the wrong of the deflation 
panic of 1920. This was nothing less than the assassination of 
the American farmer's business. [Applause.] The policy in
augurated by an agency of our Government laid its ruthless 
hand of destruction upon the crop prices of America and 
wrecked 2,000,000 happy homes, and left in its wake bankruptcy, 
suicide, and buried hope. The debt of the American farmer is 
to-day $14,000,000,000. His property and crop values, as com
pared with the predeflation period, has decreased since then 
$30,000,000,000. 

This is one-tenth of the value of the wealth of this Nation· 
it is ten times as much as the debt of thi!'! Nation ·in 1900; 
and it is more than our national debt was immediately after 
the World War. In 1923 the national income of the United 
States, the annual wealth produced, was $70,000,000,000, the 
farmer had one-fifth of the wealth engaged in the production 
of this annual income and one-third of the population engaged 
in its production, and yet he only realized 14 per cent of this 
income, and his percentage of this income is less now than 
then. Crop prices have decreased to below the cost of pro~ 
duction, antl the farmers' average e·arnings per annum is just 
one-half as much as the average earnings of the other laborers 
of America. With this decrease of property values and income, 
the farmers' taxes in this Nation have increased 236 per cent 
within the last 10 years. Most of his income now is consumed 
in payment of taxes and interest on his indebtedness; his 
family is neither fed, clothed, nor educated as it should be, 
and his property is passing a way from him by foreclosure 
sales each day ; even our Federal land banks, which I believe 
have been of great service to the landowners of the Nation, 
have been compelled to foreclose 5,000 homes occupied by farm
ers in order to satisfy loans made to them aggregating more 
than $18,000,000. Most of these foreclosure sales have oc
curred within the last four years, and these are but a small per 
cent of the total farm foreclosure sales in our " prosperous " ( ? ) 
country. How long must this continue before our once proud 
and honest yeomanry is reduced to economic slavery? Not 
long, gentlemen, not long ! 

In my opinion, it would be utter stupidity for this Govern
ment not to attempt through legislation to bring the price 
level of farm products to the price level of those things the 
farmer has to buy. I realize that any and all legislation in 
respect to this effort is an experiment. I am willing and 
anxious to support either of the bills prepared to this end and 
which are now being considered by this Congress. I have 
carefully studied each of the bills ; there are provisions in each 
of them to which I do not subscribe. But realizing as I do, 
that the gentlemen who prepared these measures were con
scientiously endeavoring to meet a national crisis and bring 
relief to the American farmer, I do not feel that I can afford 
to dally with so serious a proposition. God knows I would 
rather help than hinder. [Applause.] 

I assert again in this forum, the personnel of which, in my 
opinion, was never more intellectual nor more eager to render 
faithful service to those who have intrusted us to represent 
them here, that if it is to be the fixed policy of this Government 
through Federal legislation to vouchsafe prosperity to three of 
the now well-defined great economic pillars of our industrial 
life, then there can be no excuse whatever not to endeavor to 
extend this policy to the other great economic pillar, agricul~ 
ture, not to do so would be criminal, nothing less. 

It is not true, as some assert, that the farmer's condition is 
due to his own laziness, thriftlessness, and bad management ; 
the fact is that, although the farmer has abandoned the farm 
because the industrial occupations offered a much larger income 
to him and his family, nevertheless those who have remained 
upon the farm have been sufficiently industrious and intelligent, 
and who are now comparatively a much smaller per cent of 
our population than 25 years ago, to produce in volume and in 
value per capita much more than he ever did. This can not be 
said of any other American labor; every other class of labor, 
though receiving now the highest prices ever realized, make less 
time and produces less than ever. I should be glad, if I had 
time to do so, to discuss this fact. It simply illustrates what 
organization ·can accomplish; and I do not undertake to criti
cize organized labor. In my opinion it has been justified in 
making most of its demands. There are some who would deny 
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the farme1· legislation, because, as they see this matter his 
trouble is that he now produces too much, and certainly' this 
can not be .attributable to laziness, thriftlessness, or bad man
agement. And so-

You will and you won't, and you will be damned if you do, and you 
will be damned if you don't. 

~he stabilization of farm-product prices and the orderly mar
ketmg of farm crops would not materially affect the prices to 
the consumer. The food, the clothing, and the luxuries which 
the consumer ultimately uses is just as costly as when the 
farmer and producer received a profit upon his production and 
when the purchasing power of the farmer's dollar was equal 
to that of any other business. A comparison of retail prices re
veals this fact without further argU.ment. 

The American farmer is a failure in one sense, and this con
sists in his utter inability to organize. If you would stop to 
think about it, it might be a very serious thing for him to 
perfect an organization which, resenting the fact of his long 
injustice and exploitation, and dominated by selfishness, would 
engage in this game of injustice and exploitation himself· I 
think you can contemplate the seriousness of such a state' of 
facts. He feeds not only this country, but others ; be produces 
the raw material which furnishes occupation for those engaged 
in a large percentage of our inclush·ies. Suppose the American 
wheat grower should say to-morrow : " I shall not seed any 
wheat crop for 1927, save for my own family consumption," and 
the world knew he meant what he said; in 24 hours the price of 
wheat would be $3 per bushel. Suppose the cotton grower of 
the South would announce that not a seed of cotton would be 
planted in the South in 1927 and the world knew he was suffi
ciently organized to carry into effect this pronouncement; in 24 
hours cotton would be worth 50 cents a pound and business in 
the four corners of this earth would clamor for every pound 
on the market. And this is so of every other basic a gricultural 
commodity produced in this country. When the day comes 
that the farmer himself can control the production of these 
commodities, then he will ask notlling at the hands of this 
Government. 

Gentlemen, so far as we can, let us go to the limit of good 
sen e and patriotism to serve the American farmer. In the 
crisis which faces us we should not, in my opinion, hesitate 
to pass a farm relief bill; if we neglect to do this, the farmer, 
laboring under a sense of injustice done him, will find a way 
to readjust the economic and political life of this country, and 
when he does, it will be a sad story for special privilege and 
that political party which fosters injustice and sanctions the 
prey of the mighty upon the weak. [Applause.] Plato said that 
a democratic form of government was impossible, that it could 
not exist very long ; many years afterwards Cicero concurred with 
this great statesman, and h~, too, said that republics would 
all go out in mob rule, because ultimately the few and mighty 
would oppress and exploit the masses, and they in turn would 
destroy the government. Thomas Jefferson said that our form 
of government was the only ideal one, provided you would 
safeguard it by making the people universally intelligent ; then 
one class could not exploit another. Not to aajust the problems 
which now arise in our national life would be tantamount to 
the admission that we were not sufficiently intelligent to do so. 
This is no time nor is this country any place for economic 
injustice. We need solidity and strength for each of the great 
pillars of our economic life ; this and nothing less will guarantee 
to us peace, prosperity, and progress. 

In conclusion, may I not quote another great democrat, 
Abraham Lincoln, who said in an address before the Wisconsin 
Agricultural Society : 

Let us hope that by the best cultivation o!: the physical world be
neath us, and the best intellectual and moral world within us, we 
shall secure au individual, social, and political prosperity and happiness, 
whose course shall be onward and upward, and which, while the earth 
endures, shall not pass away. 

[Applause.] 
1\Ir. KINCHELOE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 15 minutes to the 

gentleman from Oklahoma [Mr. SwANK]. 
Mr. SWANK. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the commit

tee, people often wonder why there is no official ear for the 
appeal of the fai-mers of this Nation. The great special and 
favored interests of this country of ours have no trouble nor 
hesitancy in getting a favorable hearing on legislation of inter
est to them. This Government was founded upon those eternal 
principles that all people are equal before the law; that among 
th(" inalienable rights vouchsafed our people are " life, liberty, 
and the pursuit of happiness." Upon these broad principles of 
humanity the agricultural interests should receive the same con
sideration at the bands of Congress and the administration as 
is given other business. The farmers of the country are ask-

ing ~o special consideration and have never done so. All they 
ask 1s to be treated upon the same plane as our other indus
tries, and but for the special favors enjoyed by big business 
there would now be no call for farm legislation. The farmers 
can do business successfully, as other lines of business, if they 
are treated like other citizens and combinations of capital. 
They want to see other business pro~per, for they are believers 
in the general welfare, and contribute to all the prosperity of 
our people. 

Mr. Chairman, many times have I called the attention of 
this House and this adminish·ation to the need for agricultural 
legislation to put the farmers on a plane with other business. 
Is not their business as important as that of others? Ah, Mr. 
Chairman, it is much more important, for all that we eat all 
that we wear, is produced by the farmers upon the farms. ' Let 
them quit work for one day and a famine would result. No 
one can even imagine the results if the farmers should all take 
a holi.day and rest a while. Their business, therefore, is the 
most Important of all and the basis of all industry. And yet 
you can help all others, but when the farmers or their repre
sentatives in this great body call your attention to the gross 
inequalities given them no official e-ar is turned to catch the 
sound. 

This, the second session of the Sixty-ninth Congress, convened 
in regular session the 6th day of December, 1926, and no word 
yet favorable to agriculture has emanated from the White House 
nor the offices of the spokesmen and leaders of this Republican 
administration. I came to Congress April 11, 1921, and have 
repeatedly called your attention, as other l\Iembers have done, 
to the need of doing something for our farmers. This is all 
important and should not be political in its nature, for laws that 
are good for the members of one political party to live under 
are good for all. We are all citizens first and partisans after
wards. I mention this administration because the Republican 
Party bas been in complete control of the House and Senate, 
the President and Cabinet, and all branches of Go-vernment 
since 1\Iarch 4, 1921. 

The country knows this, and the responsibility rests where it 
should. The President of the United States and the Republican 
leaders can enact legislation for the farmers any day that you 
so desire. You have had complete control of all departments 
of the· Government for the past six years, and let me ask why 
you have not done something for agriculture? Why h ave yo1J 
not acted to remove the inequalities between the recipients of 
special legislation and our farmers? The farmers may not con
tribute so generously to the Republican campaign funds as those 
who have made so many millions by special laws enacted by this 
administration, but they have contributed as much and more to 
the good of the country and the upbuilding of our citizenship. 
Mr. Chairman, the country is not deceived. The· people know 
where the fault lies, and perhaps by 1928 they will be so aroused 
as to rise in their wrath and smite the political party that has 
refused and still continues to refuse to give them a square deal. 
I recall the great majority of the Republican Party in 1920, 
and again in 192-l, and some of the Republican leaders seem to 
think the results of those elections are license to continue your 
program of favored legislation for a few "big boys," but the 
country is aroused as never before. Here we are now nearing 
the 4th day of March, when this Congress adjourns, and what 
do we hear from the White House? Who of those political 
leaders says that something will be done for the farmers? They 
have the right to expect legislation to save them and their busi
ness, and it can be done; it should be done now. Congress 
could have enacted legislation for agriculture before the holi
days, and would have done so if the administration bad been 
favorable. What do you intend to do now? Give the farmers 
something that they do not want? They know what they want 
and what will do the work of restoring their markets. Never 
before have the farmers of the United States been in the con
dition that we find them now. Some can say they are · doing 
well, but those of us who know them and farm conditions know 
that they can not continue in this mauner much longer. Every
one but the administration leaders knows their circumstances 
and the unequal conditions under which they labor. 

There is no use to dwell upon the condition of our farmers 
and the depression generally in agriculture. Each Member of 
this House well knows the difficulties confronting the farmer 
and the many obstacles in his path. You know how he has to 
meet unfair competition and how his prices for the products of 
his toil are fixed for him in the markets. When he buys the 
necessities of life he must pay the price asked, and when he 
sells he has to take what is offered. The manufactured articles 
from his own products are fixed for him. He is the only busi
ness man who bas nothing to say about what he must take for 
what be sells and what he must pay for what be buys. What 
~ther business establishment could continue to do business upon 
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that basis? What would the manufacturer say if his prices 
were fixed in this way for him? Well, he would do just what 
he does now-he would tell this administration what to do to 
protect him. Whenever there is prosperity the farmers are 
entitled to their share, for they contribute more than any other 
business. 

Why are not the farmers entitled to some consideration at 
the hands of this administration? They work and. toil almost 
day and night. They love their families the same as other 
people, and want to educate their children like the rest of our 
citizens. They want to furnish them with good food and 
proper clothing. The farmers have the same feelings, are fired 
by tl1e same ambitions for their children as others, and are 
impelled by the same motives. They should have sufficient 
prices for the products of their toil that would enable them to 
have a holiday occasionally like city folks. They should re
ceive prices that would enable them to lay aside something to 
care for their families and themselves in their old age. Some 
say that they spend too much, that they sometimes have an 
automobile or a radio. Well, are they not as much entitled to 
these as others? Why are they begrudged a Ford and other 
conveniences of life? One thing certain, they have not had 
much to spend since the advent of this Republican administra
tion. While the farmers are in ·the hot suns of summer chop
ping cotton or plowing corn, others who " toil not, neither do 
they spin," are having a good time. The farmers are just as 
tnuch entitled to some of the comforts of life as those who are 
protected by special laws like the tariff, which enables the 
manufacturer and the Steel Trust to fix their owu prices, and 
that is the cause of their great prosperity under this adminis
tration. They take the products of our farms and mines and 
have the manufactured article protected by laws. That is why 
they can in a few years pile up such huge fortunes. 

While the favored interests are protected by special laws 
enacted for their particular benefit, our farmers must plod 
along in the same way and do the best they can. Then, when 
an appeal is made for him for laws which will place him in the 
same situation as these others, we hear the cry that be must 
work out his own salvation. This slogan would be all right if 
Congress did not enact special laws for our other industries. 
If you can do it for these, why not do something for the farm
ers? Gentlemen of the House, we should go back to that old 
doctrine of "Equal rights to all and special privileges to none." 
No business can continue long at a loss, but the farmers are 
expected to continue to produce the necessities of life at a loss. 
They can not continue in that way and you can see them every 
day by the hundreds leaving the fa.rm and going to town to 
enter other lines of work. They work and slave on the farm, 
without enjoying themselves as others, and are seeking new 
fields of work. They pay taxes the same as others, and gen
erally more in proportion to their property, for all that they· 
have can be seen, and they do not have property hidden away 
from the eyes of the law and investments in nontaxable bonds 
and other securities. Yes; all the property of the farmer is 
visible and he must pay his taxes. There is no refund for him; 
that is for big business, the people with the big incomes, but 
the· fru.·mers must help pay these refunds. Oh, yes; you say 
that not many farmers pay an income tax under the Federal 
laws, but let me call your attention to the fact that every time 
be buys a farm implement containing iron or steel, when he 
buys sugar and clothing, he pays a tax under the name of 
" tariff," and therefore does contribute to the upkeep of the 
Government and pays his Federal taxes in that way. These 
are the invisible taxes that he pays. He now realizes that he 
is taxed under that name and it should be referred to the same 
as other taxes. 

I am now going to present some figures showing some of the 
conditions of agriculture. From these :figures, furnished by the 
Department of Agriculture, something of what it costs the 
farmerljl to produce the staple crops can be seen. 

In the Crops and Markets Monthly Supplement, published by 
the United States Department of Agriculture, we find the fol
lowing figures on the production costs of corn and wheat: 

Net cost per 'bushel 

1922 1923 1924 1925 
---.--------------11---r----- ------

CORN 

North Atlantic States----------------------------- $0.83 $0.87 $1.02 $0.87 
South Atlantic States_____________________________ .83 .85 . ':Yl • 96 
East North Central States________________________ . 56 • 61 . 75 • 56 
West North Central States------------------------ • 53 • 54 • 70 • 59 

~~l~~e8tt!~~~~~~==:::::::::::::::::::::::::::: : ~~ :: :: :: ----------
United States------------------------------- . 66 . 68 . 821 • 69 

J===j'l===-=-=~== 

Net cost per busheZ---Contlnued 

1922 1923 1924 1925 

---------------1---1-------
WHEAT 

North Central States------------------------------ $1.35 $1.24 $1.42 $1.32 
South Atlantic Stat.es_ ---------------------------- 1. 60 1. 60 1. 60 1. 50 
East North Central States_____________________ 1.17 1.11 1.15 1. 29 
West North Central States---------------------- 1. 03 1. 24 . 97 1. 23 
South Central States______________________________ 1. « 1. 32 1.18 1. 49 
Western States------------------------------------ 1. 09 1. 09 1. 20 1.19 

United States-------------------------------~~ ~~---ui 

The Agricultural College of North Dakota stated that wheat 
production costs varied from $2.47 per bushel in 1919 to $1.49 
in 1923. 

The American Farm Bureau Federation, with headquarters 
in Washington, gives estimates on the production costs of corn 
and wheat as follows: 

Oost per 'bushel 

Corn.. __________________________ ~------------------------------ -

Wheat __________ -----------------------------------------------

1924 1925 

$0.82 
1. 22 

$0.74 
1. 58 

Circular 340 furnished by the Department of Agriculture 
May, 1925, says that replies to the questionnaire from 11,238 
farmers all over the United States on the cost of corn produc
tion in 1923 show an average cost of 68 cents per bushel, and 
66 cents per bushel in 1922. This circular also states that the 
average sales "Value of corn per bushel in 1923 was 81 cents. 
Many items of expense, I believe, were not included, such as 
hauling the corn to market, where this average price of 81 cents 
per bushel was received. 

The l\Iontbly Supplement of Crops and Markets, June, 1926, 
says that reports from 6,182 farmers distributed fairly well 
over the United States indicate that the average cost of pro
ducing the 1925 corn crop on their fa1·ms was 69 cents per 
bushel, and the average cost of producing wheat on 3,759 farms 
was $1.32 per bushel. This bulletin says that the co. t figures 
include charges for labor of the farmer and his family, and 
a charge for the use of land on a cash-rental basis. This 
report also states that if the cost just equaled the price, the 
farmer was paid for his time and his in"Vestment. But, l\Ir. 
Chairman, it is not stated in arriving at these figures whether 
the cost of labor for the farmers' wives and children was just 
during the time they were in the :field, or when the wife was 
doing be~; many household duties; whether it includes taxes, 
interest on his working capital, depreciation of his farm 
machinery, and many other items that should be taken into 
consideration. 

On the question of cotton production, these same circulars 
say that reports were received from 2,519 farmers on the co t 
of cotton production, and that 407 of these reports showed yields 
from 101 to 140 pounds per acre, averaging 124 pounds. The 
statement says that the average cost of production on these 
407 farms was 22 c·ents per pound lint. The Monthly Supple
ment, Jq.ne, 1925, states that the cost of producing cotton varied 
from 7 cents per pound to 51 cents per pound. The Monthly 
Supplement, June, 1926, shows that cotton reports were received 
from 1,405 farmers, but the greater number were from growers 
having yields above the average, and that farmers who reported 
yields of 101 to 140 pounds per acre lint produced cotton at an 
average cost of 21 cents. This statement also says that the ·e 
reports, while limited in number, indicate that farmers who 
bad average yields in 192G produced at an average cost of about 
18 cents per pound. 

Cotton News, published by the American Cotton Association, 
at St. Matthews, S. C., gives the following estimates on the 
producing cotton for 192u by States: 
The average for the United States: Cents per pound 

1923 --------------------------------------------------- 29 1924--------------------------------------------------- 27 
1925--------------------------------------------------- 25 

This publication gives the following estimates on cost of 
producing cotton for 1925 by States : 

Cost of production per pound Cents 

North Carolina------------------------·---------------------- 26 
South Carolina---------------------------------------------- 30 
Georgia----------------------------------------------------- 29 Florida----------------------------------------------------- 21 
~~~~~~pi==~~==========::=====~=~~~~======================= ~: Louisiana-----------------------------·---------------------- 24 
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Cents 

Texas _________ ___ : ---------------------·-------------------- 28 
Arkansas--------------------------------------------------- ~: 

~1~~;;:r:~~==~~===~=~~===============:~=============~~~~~~~ 20 Oklahoma---------------------------~----------------------- 23 
Arizona---------------------------------------------------- 21 

Mr. Chairman, these varied estimates and figures show thP. 
difficulty of arriving at an accurate estimate, and it is my 
candid judgment that the estimates on farm production costs 
are too low in almost all cases. You can realize the difficulties 
with which the department has to deal in gathering the data 
from which their estimates are made. They do the best they 
can and all the costs are difficult to obtain. In most cases the 
price received for cotton is less than cost of production and 
some of these reports so say. 

PRODUCTION COSTS 

A bulletin published by the Agricultural College of South 
Carolina says in the Anderson area, the acre cost of cotton, 
including rent on land, averaged about $42 for both years, 1922 
and 1924, and varied on individual farms from about $30 to 
approximately $70. This report says the cost of lint cotton per 
pound averaged 20.4 cents in 1922 and 14.5 cents in 1924. It 
says the best farmers produced cotton in 1924 for 13.3 cents 
per pound, and that the cost on farms having the lowest oper· 
ators' earnings in 1924 was above 16 cents per pound in practi
cally every case, being as high as 40 cents on some farms. 

~~ollowing is a statement from the College of Agriculture of 
the University of Arkansas on cotton production costs: 
Cost of producing cotton in Arkansas in 19!6 with average yield of 200 

poun<Ut lint cotton per acre 
Items of cost : . Acre basis 

Seed, 1 ~ bushels, at $1-------------------------'-----:-- $1. 25 
Man labor, except picking, 5.5 days, at $2----------------- 11. 00 
Pi<:,.king, 640 pounds seed cotton, at $1 . per 1QQ____________ 6. 40 
Horse labor, 5 days, at $1.50 per daY---------~---------- 7. 50 
Ginning, bagging, and ties, at $6 per bale----------------- 2. 40 
Fertilizer and IDanure---------------------------------- 2.00 
Implement and machinery charge------------------------ 3. 00 
l\1iscellaneous ----------------------------------------- 1. 00 
Use of land------------------------------------------- 5.00 

Total cost per acre----------------------------------- 39. 55 
Credit 400 pounds cotton seed, at $L------------------------ 4. 00 
Net cost per acre-------------------------------------.---- 35. 55 
Cost per pound of linL ______________________________ cents__ 17. 8 

A preliminary report published by the Department of Agricul
ture July, 1925, on cost of producing cotton in 15 selected areas 
in 1923, gives the net cost per pound lint, as follows: 

Johnson County, N. C., 12 cents; Darlington County, N. C., 18 cents; 
Green County, Ga., 22 cents; Sumter County, Ga., 34 cents; Madison 
County, Ala., 32 cents; Cbilton County, Ala., 25 cents; Madison County, 
Miss., 31 cents; Bolivar County, Miss., 35 cents; Lee County Ark., 57 
cents; Faulkner County, Ark., 30 cents; Mcintosh County, Okla., 25 
cents; Grady County, Okla., 16 cents; Rusk County, Tex., 17 cents; 
Ellis County, Tex., 13 cents; Lubbock County, Tex., 10 cents. 

Bulletin No. 237, by the Mississippi Agricultural College, esti
mates the cost of cotton production per pound average, on 17 
farms in Choctaw County for 1925, at 10.2 cents per pound, and 
the average cost on a different number of farms in the same 
county in 1924 at 15 cents per pound. 

The preliminary estimates on wheat-production costs for 1926 
by the Agricultural College of North Dakota gives the cost of 
wheat production at $1.12 in 1925 and $1.51 in 1926. It also 
makes the following statement: 

Based upon normal relationships of yield to cost, the following fig
ures represent approximately tbe cost per acre and per bushel for 
various yields of wheat in 1926 : 

Yield Cost Cost per 
per acre per acre bushel 

---
4 $8.i5 $2.04 
8 11.25 1. 41 

12 12.95 1.08 
16 14.05 .88 

Bulletin 199 furnished by this college shows the production 
costs per bushel of wheat as follows: 

1919 -----------------------------------------------------
1920 ----------------------------------------------------
19~1 -----------------------------------------------------
1922 ----------------------------------------------------
1923 -----------------------------------------------------
1924----------------------------------------------------
1925 -----------------------------------------------------

$2.46 
1.82 
1.43 

• 83 
1. 26 

• 81 
1.12 

The Agricultural College of low~ in a report on 23 of the 
Iowa County farms, shows the corn production costs per bushel 
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in 1925 to vary from 27.6 cents to 71.7 cents, the average being 
40.9 cents. ~nhe report says the farms on this cost-accounting 
route are better than the average, the average yield of corn for 
the county in 1925 being 47 bushels per acre and the average 
on these 23 farms being nearly 63 bushels. 

The College of Agriculture of the State of Missouri estimates 
the cost of producing wheat per bushel in 1926 at $1.35 and the 
cost per bushel for corn at 69 cents. 

The Department of Agriculture of the State of Minnesota esti
mates the production costs in 1926 of spring wheat at $1.31 per 
bushel and for corn at 52 cents per bushel. 

The College of Agriculture of the University of \Visconsin 
estimates the production costs of corn in 1925 at 88 cents per 
bushel. 

These figures show the various estimates on crop production 
costs in the different sections of the country. 

Any person who is familiar with cotton or any other agri
cultural product can approximate the cost of production in his 
particular neighborhood. Some people who do not know about 
cotton think that when the cotton farmer gets 20 cents per 
pound that he is becoming wealthy. 

Suppose an average family produces 10 bales of cotton, which 
is a large production, at 20 cents per pound. That would bring 
him $100 per bale, or $1,000 for his crop. If he is a renter
and most of our cotton producers are---he must pay the landlord 
one-fourth, or $250, which leaves a balance of $750 for himself 
and family. Figuring his labor the same price as it would 
cost him to hire a hand to do the work, and that would cost 
at least $35 per month and board, which would run to about $50 
per month, or $600 per year. Then the hire for his team and 
tools would cost him another $20 or $25 per month, or at least 
$250 per year. Then allow his wife the same rate of pay as 
it would cost to hire a woman to do her work, and· that would 
cost another $30 per month at the lowest, and her board, and 
this would make $360 per year. This shows a cost to this 
farmer of $1,210, or a loss of nearly $500, not counting the 
work of his children, taxes, interest, depreciation of his invested 
capital, food and clothing for his family, and feed for his stock. 
Figure as you will and you can not figure the cotton farmer 
except at a loss in his work for the past several years. . 

Gentlemen of the House, how much longer do you think the 
farmers can continue to do business at this rate? Why not 
help them out of their difficulties? If we can not lower the 
tariff and remove other inequalities caused by specially enacted 
legislation, we should enact a law that will place the farmers 
on an equality with others. No one believes the tariff can be 
lowered until a new administration is installed, and that can 
not possibly happen before 1929--three more long years of 
injustice for the farmers unless something is done at this ses
sion. There is no serious effort being made to reduce the tariff 
so the farmers can purchase their machinery and other neces
saries of life without this unjust tariff tax. The manufac
turers have their tariff protection, the railroads the protection 
of the Interstate Commerce Commission, created by Congress, 
and it sees that the railroads get a reasonable return on their 
invested capital; the national banks have the protection of the 
Federal reserve system, but farm legislation must meet the cry 
of special legislation and economically unsound; and if neither 
of these are sufficient to defeat such legislation, then it is un
constitutional. That has always been the cry raised against 
all legislation for the common people of this country and against 
all organizations for the promotion of the happiness and comfort 
of those who toil. 

When the farmers have their crops reduced by bad weather 
or any other cause, some say that they should produce more; 
and when they produce more, then the cry is that they should 
curtail production. No, Mr. Chairman, they have not let up on 
their work, as will be seen from the following statement from 
the Department of Agriculture showing the production and 
value of cotton, wheat, and corn for the past eight years: 

Cotton (bales): 
1926. --- ------------------------------------.--
1925.-.----------------------------------- ------
1924.---------------------------------------1923 _____________________________________ _ 

1922.------------------------------------------. 1921 ____ --------------------------------------
1920.------------------------------------------
1919------.------------------------------------

Wheat (bushels): • . 
1926_---.--------------------------------- ----1925 ______________________________________ _ 

1924.----.--------------------------------------

Production Value 

18,618,000 
16,103,679 
13,628,000 
10,081,000 

9, 964,000 
8, 3~0. 000 

13,439,603 
11,420,763 

832, 305, 000 
669, 365, 000 
862, 627, ()()() 

$1, 016, 346, 000 
1, 465, 434, 000 
1, 540, 884, 000 
l, 563,347,000 
1. 151' 846, ()()() 

674,877,000 
933, 658, 000 

2, 034, 658, 000 

997, 589, 000 
947, 993,000 

1, 120, 7ffl, 000 
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Wheat (busbels)-Continued. 1923 ______ ________ ____________________________ _ 

1922.-------------------------------------------
1921.-----------------------------------------1920 ______________________________________ _ 

1919- -------- ------ ------ -------- ------------Corn (bushels): 
1926 __ -- --------------------------------------
1925. --------------- - ----- --------------- ------1924 __________________________________________ _ 
1923 ___________________________________________ _ 

1922.-------------------.---------------------
1921.-------- -------------------- -------------1920 ___________________________________________ _ 
1919 ___________________________________________ _ 

Quantity Value 

782, 000, 000 
856, 211,000 
794, 893, 000 
833, 027, 000 
968, 279. 000 

2, 645, 031, 000 
2, 900, 581, 000 
2, 312, 74.5, 000 
3, 029, 000, 000 
2, 890, 712, 000 
3, 081 , 2.01, 000 
3, 230, 532, 000 
2, 816, 318, 000 

$725, 501, 000 
864,139,000 
737, 068, (){)() 

1, 197, 263, (){)() 
2, ~o. 686. ooo 
1, 703, 430, (){)() 
1, 956, 326, 000 
2, 270, 564, 000 
2, 222, 013, (){)() 
1, 900, 287, 000 
1, 305, 624, (){)() 
2, 168, 768, 000 
3, 768, 516, 000 

From these figures it will be seen that, while the production 
of colton in 1919 was 4,682,916 bales less than in 1925, the value 
of the crop in 1919 was $569,224,000 more than in 1925, and 
$1,018,312,000 more than the 1926 crop of 7,197,237 more bales, 
as per the last estimate by the Department of Agriculture. 
When the farmers work harder and produce more, they receive 
less for that extra work. Some will say that is caused by the 
surplus he has increased by his labor. What we want now is 
for Congress to enact legislation to help market that surplus. 
They are unable to control their surplus as is done by the large 
manufacturing concerns. It will also be noted that prices do 
not change in this manner with factory products. What the 
farmers should have in the way of prices for their work and 
toil is a reasonable profit above their production costs. And 
when this cost is determined, there should be considered taxes, 
groceries, clothing, stock feed, depreciation of his invested 

.capital, the price of his labor and that of his work stock, the 
price of labor for his wife and that of his children. Everything 
that goes into his cost and farm work should be taken into 
consideration, as is done by our business concerns. Our fa1·m 
women work as hard as the men, and their work should be in
cluded in these costs at just what it would cost to hire some 
one to do their work. If all these items are considered, you 
will see that their costs of production are much too low. You 
well know their present condition, but I want to again call your 
attention to the report on the Haugen bill submitted by 1\Ir. 
HAUGEN, the chairman of the Committee on Agriculture. That 
report shows that the rate of farm failures from 1910 to 1924 
is an increase of more than 1,000 per cent, in contrast to com
mercial failures, and that capital invested by farmers decreased 
from $47,000,000,000 in 1920 to $32,000,000,000 in 1925, a loss of 
$3,000,000,000 per year. 

The report of Mr. HAUGEN says : 
During 1926 the condition of agriculture passed from bad to worse. 

The year closed with the farmers' purchasing power lower than the 
average for 1923, 1924, or 1925. 

Total farm-crop value in 1926 was $1,148,000,000 less than that of 
1925 and $1,532,137,000 less than that of 1924. The cotton crop alone 
showed a decline in value of $581,324,000, compared with the year 
before. The corn crop decreased in value $263,331,000, and the spring 
wheat-crop value dropped $125,889,000. The index of grain prices in 
December, 1926, was 20 points lower than it had been one year before. 

In its value for tbe purpose of paying for the goods and services 
which cotton farmers buy, cotton is bringing about one-half its average 
value the five years preceding tbe war. 

The chairman in his report further says : 
As a r esult of high costs and impaired income of the farmer, the 

total f arm indebtedness in the United States, which was estimated at 
$4,320,000,000 in 1910, has grown to $12,250,000,000 in 1920 and 
s tands at approximately that figure to-day. 

The tot al value of all farm property in 1913 was $45,227,000,000; in 
1920, $79,607,000,000; and in 1925, $59,154,000,000. . 

The number of bank f ailures in 1924 (915) was 42.5 per cent larger 
than the number of failures in 1893 (642). The number of failures 
for the period 1920-1925, inclusive (2,494), was greater than the 
number of failures during a period of 26 years up to 1920 (2.424). 

The administration and the exponents of special privilege 
can point to the great waves of prosperity sweeping over the 
country, but tell it to others than farmers. They . can not be 
fooled by such reports so far as their industry is concerned. 
In the Sixty-seventh Congress you were going to increase the 
price of his crops by passing the emergency tariff on farm 
products, but that law has not been mentioned in this Cham
ber for so long that it is almost forgotten. You have helped the 
manufacturers of the East, the Steel Trust, and these large 
organizations and combinations of capital. but where have you 

helped the farmers? You can fool them no longer with your 
speeches on tari:tf prosperity. What has the Fordney-McCum
ber tariff law done for agriculture? Since the enactment of 
that law our agricultural exports have been reduced from 
$3,466,619,819 in 1920 to $2,130,000,000 in 1925 and $1,892,000,000 
for the fiscal year 1926. Under this Republican tari.t'f law there 
has been a loss in the farmers' exports of $1,336,619,819 in 
1925 and $1,574,619,819 in 1926. With a large export trade we 
have better prices, and in order to have an export trade we 
must have imports as well. In 1920 the total exports of the 
United States amounted to $8,100,000,000, which has been 
reduced to $4,500,000,000 in 1925 under the Fordney-l\IcCumber 
Republican tari.t'f law, and our total exports for 1926 amounted 
to $4,808,465,000. No one will contend that our export trade 
can be increased in this way-by erecting a tariff wall so high 
that foreign countries can not trade with us. They have 
products that we need and we must have a place to dispose of 
our so-called surplus. There is really no surplus in our farm 
products. When there is a surplus of cotton, for instance, 
every man, woman, and child in the United States must have 
sufficient clothing for comfort at all seasons of the year, and 
each of our citizens must have sufficient bread before there is 
a surplus of wheat. 

During the 12 months ending June, 1925 and 1926, our ex
ports of cotton, corn, and wheat, with the value of each prod
uct, is shown in the following table from the June summary of 
foreign commerce: 

Quantity Value 

' EXPOR'l'S 
otton (bales): 

1926_______________________________________________ 7, 991, 316 $917, 719,940 
1925 __ ___ ____________ !_ ______________________________ s. 204,941 1, 060,980,197 

Corn (bushels): 
1926________________________________________________ 23, 137,389 21,371, 248 
1925 __________ ~--------------------- --- - ------------ 8, 400,120 10.629,339 

Wheat lbushels): 
1926·-------------------------------------------·-- _ 63, 188, 602 97, 664, 211 . 1925________________________________________________ 195,490, 207 306,605, 563 

Ull'ORTS 
Cotton (bales): . 1926 _________________________________________ ---- 323, ()(X) 

1925 __ __ _______________ ----------------------------- 310, 000 
Corn (bushels): 

1926. - --------------------------------------------- 635, 231 
1925_ __ _____________________________________________ 4, 617,319 

Wheat (bushels): 
1926______________________________________________ 15, 506, 600 
1925________________________________________________ 6, 169, 193 

110,200,847 
50,640,343 

710,056 
4, 149,901 

21,513, 104 
8, 580,·269 

From these figures it will be seen that our imports of cotton, 
wheat, and corn for 1925 and 1926 have been small, and where 
the amount is so negligible no tari.t'f tax, however high it may 
be, can be of any benefit to the produce1·s of those products. 
The emergency tariff, by which you were going to raise the 
price of wheat and corn, is still there and did the farmer no 
good. The farmers receive no benefits from the tariff on what 
they produce, but the manufacturers profit to the extent of 
millions which they never earn, but enrich their pockets by 
the highest and most unfair tariff law ever written by an Amer
ican Congress. 

The census of manufacturers for 1923 shows the value of 
products for that year-at factory prices-of manufacturing 
establishments as follows : 
' 

Agricultural implements __________ _ 
Metal arid metal products ________ _ 
Chemical and allied products.. ____ _ 
Leather and its manufactures.. ____ _ 
Lumber and allied products ______ _ 
Iron and steel and their prodncts __ 
Textiles and their products _______ _ 
Food and kindred products _______ ~ 
.All industries _____________________ _ 

Cost of 
materials 

$63, 492, 000 
1, 767, 072, 000 
3, 680, 407, 000 
1, 083, 345 000 
1, 666, 188, 000 
4, 152, 918, 000 
5, 408, 424, 000 
6, 990, 846, (){)() 

34, 705, 698, 000 

Value of 
products 

$151, 286, 000 
2, 634,031,000 
5, 706, 866,000 
1, 880, 085, 000 
3, 633, 034, (){)() 
6, 828 841, 000 
9, 487, 184, 000 
9, 524, 051, 000 

60, 555, 998, 000 

Value added by 
manufacture 

$87, 794, 000 
866, 959, 000 

2, 026, 4S9, 000 
796, 740, 000 

1, 966, 846, 000 
2, 675, 923, 000 
4, 078 760, (){)() 
2, 533, 205, 000 

25, 850, 300, 000 

These figures show the enormous prices added by the manu
facturers to their cost of material. The Fordney-McCumber 
tariff law enables them to gather these great profits by keep
ing out competition, and all this at the expense of the con
sumers of this country. You can do it for these, but not for 
the farmers. Wby should the farmer be compelled to pay the 
prices asked by the manufacturers and then take what they 
offer him for his products? But for the protection afforded 
these favored men by this Republican administration the · 
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farmers could purchase their necessities at a more' reasonable 
price. When do you propose to put them on an equality with 
those whom you protect so well? You can do as much for the 
farmers ·when you so desire. Are you going to continue to do 
nothing for them, as you have done for the past six years? 

The tariff beneficiaries talk long and loud of the wonderful 
result· to the farmers by a high tariff law of protection. Let us 
see fmther how it helps the farmer . . 

Harness is on the free list, and the value of harness and 
saddles imported into the United States in 1925 amounted to 
only $156,969. Plows and cultivators imported in 1925 (free 
of duty) amounted to 3,856, value~ at $285,445. TJ:lere were 
imported 116 threshing machines, valued at $95,316, and all 
other imports of agricultural machinery and implements (duty 
free) for that year amounted to $2,173,392. The farmers know 
that this high tariff keeps out imports and enables the manu
facturer in this country to charge all he can get. You can not 
fool them by placing these articles on the free list, for such a 
small amount are imported. 

Concerning a tariff on agricultuPal products and the benefits 
derived by our farmers, let me quote from the stalwart Re
publican Senators, Senator Cummins, of Iowa; Senator CAPPER, 
of Kansas; and Senator McCumber, of North Dakota. Senator 
Cummins said : 

It is idle for even an enthusiast to assert that the price of these 
products is directly affected by the protective tarill. 

Senator CAPPER said : 
It will not be long before he-the farmer-will be demanding a re

duction of the protective tariff, which keeps up the price of the 
manufactured articles he consumes. 

And one of the authors of the present tariff law, Senator 
McCumber, a former Republican Senator .from North Dakota, 
said: 

The wheat acreage to-day is producing a surplus of wheat, which 
must be thrown into the world's ma'rkets, thereby keeping down the 
price of the home product, tariff or no tariff. 

1\Ir. Chairman, the opinions of these three leading Republi
can Senators on the benefits derived by the tariff do not agree 
with the opinion of the present Republican ler..ders. 

I now wish to call your attention to a part of the Republican 
platform of 1920 relating to agriculture: 

'.rhe farmer is the backbone of the Nation. National greatness and 
economic independence demand a population distributed between in
dustry and the farm and sharing on equal terms the prosperity which 
is wholly dependent upon the efforts of both. Neither can prosper at 
the expense of the other without inviting joint disaster. The crux 
of the present agricultural condition lies in prices, labor, and credit. 

The Republican Party believes that this condition can be improved 
by practical and adequate farm representation in the appointment of 
officials and commissions, • • the scientific study of agricul
tural prices, and farm-production costs at home and abroad, with a 
view to reducing the frequency of abnormal fluctuations ; • • • 
the encouragement of our export trade. 

In your platform of 1924 you made this promise: 
We recognize that agricultural activities are still struggling with 

adverse conditions that have brought deep distress. We pledge the 
party to take whatever steps are necessary to bring back a balanced 
condition between agriculture, industry, and labor. We affirm that 
under tl1e Republican administration the problems of the farmer have 
receiYeu more serious consideration than ever before, both by definite 
Executive action and by ·congressional action, not only in the field of 
general legislation, but also in the enactment of laws to meet emer
gency lE-gislation. 

The restoration of general prosperity and of the purcbasiQg power 
of our people through tariff protection has resulted in an increased 
domestic consumption of food pro.:lucts, and the prices of many agri
cultural commodities are above the world price level by reason of 
dh·ect tariff protection. 

You have done nothing during the past six years, since you 
have had complete control of all branches of the Government, 
to keep those promises to the farmers of the country; and what 
do you propose to do now? 

On the question of freight rates, the report of the Secretary 
of Agriculture for 1926 says: · 

Farm-commodity prices, especially in areas distant from mru:kets, 
are seriously depressed by high freight rates. There have been no 
freight-rate reductions of importance on agricultural coJ;Dmodities in 
the last year. The Department of Agriculture's index of freight rates 
indicates that they are still 58 per cent higher than before the war. 

What rail transportation charges sometimes mean to the farmer can be 
realized from an illustration or two. It costs 26.4 cents to ship a 
bushel of wheat from Wichita, Kans., to the Gulf of Mexico. It costs 
27.8 ·cents a bushel on the average to ship wheat from the spring
wheat area to the Atlantic seaboard. 

A statement from the Interstate Commerce Comrnil:;·sion shows 
the net revenue from railway operations, as follows: 

Net revenue 
1921--------------------------------------------- $969,346,226 

~i~~============================================= i:i~!:~8~:~1~ {~~~::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: i:~I~:g!f:~~~ 
Yes, 1\Ir. Chairman, the Secretary is right when he says that 

farm prices are seriously depressed by high freight rates and 
that there has been no reduction in freight rates of importance 
on agricultural commodities the last year. 

From the above figures from the Interstate Commerce Com
mission it will be seen that the railroads are making more 
money and larger profits than ever before. Gentlemen of the 
House, I believe in all lines of legitimate business making a 
reasonable profit above the capital invested and work done. 
The railroads should have a reasonable return on their invest
ment, as all honest business should have. I want to see all 
business prosper, but those investments are well looked after 
by this administration. Yes, we have the Interstate Commerc·e 
Commission to regulate freight rates, but no commission to help 
prices and profits for the farmers. Why does not this admin
istration reduce freight rates on agl.'icultural products? You 
have the Congress and the President, and yet you have done 
nothing to lower freight rates the past year, with agriculture 
so depressed. You can take care of the railroads and other 
big business, but can do nothing for the farmers. Why do you 
not act, for you can relieve the situation? 

The annual report of the Comptroller of the Currency for 
1926 says that 91 national banks, with aggregate capital of 
$5,412,500, were placed fn charge of receivers during the year 
ended October 31, 1926, and that information furnished by the 
States show that during the fiscal year ended June 30, 1926, there 
were 496 failures of State and private banks, with total liabili
ties of $147,823,000, an increase of 56 failures over the previous 
year, and also an increase of $29,095,000 in liabilities. And 
yet, l\lr. Chairman, some of our big papers are continually 
telling of our prosperous times. Prosperous to whom, gentle
men of the House? Not to the agricultural interests and to 
the moderate business man. 

The Secretary of Commerce, in his armual report for 1926, 
says: 

One of the main functions of the Department of Commerce is pro
moting foreign trade. International trade has become a vital part 
of the whole modern economic system. Export enables us to use our 
reS{lurces and energy to the full ; by creating a wider range of cus
tomers it gives to each production unit greater stability in output 
and greater security for the workers. * * Our standard of 
living is absolutely dependent upon certain import commodities. • • • 
Finding foreign markets is thus a major task both for American busi
ness and of the American Government. 

And yet, Mr. Chairman, this Republican administration has 
greatly reduced our foreign trade by means of the present high 
tariff law. The Secretary says finding foreign markets is one 
of our major tasks. You can not have export trade unless you 
have import trade. 

The Washington Post, of December 17, 1926, carried these 
big headlines : 

Two hundred million dollar stock dividend is issued b\ the United 
States Steel. Melon of 40 per cent on common stock voted to stock
holders. Rates are raised by other concerns. 

The article says that this enormous sum of $200,000,000 came 
as a Christmas gift to the stockholders. It then gives the 
enormous profits made by other business organizations of large 
capital. The United States Steel Corporation is one of the 
largest beneficiaries of the tari.fr law. But, Mr. Chairman, 
what Christmas gift do you propose to hand the farmers of 
our country? Why rejoice over these immense profits, un
earned and unjustified, when the farmers are in such a de
pressed condition? Why not give them an equal chance with 
the United States Steel Corporation? You can do it for them 
and why not for the farmers? For the past six years you 
have continued to hand out unjustifiable profits to the great 
combinations of capital of the East as Christmas gifts, and, 
while taking the farmers' products at less than what it costs 
to produce them, you do nothing fot· them. 

• 
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It is time for the farmers to arouse themselves as never 
before. All they need is solid, compact, central organization, 
and then they will not ask- in vain. If they will all " get 
togetller '' in their organization work, they will not always 
recei-ve a deaf ear when they ask equal protection of the law. 

I want to see the farmers placed upon the same plane with 
otller business, and that is all that they ask. They are as 
industrious as any of our people and should receive just and 
fair treatment. I want to see them given an opportunity to 
make a fair profit from their labor and investment, and be 
given the privilege to enjoy with their families the fruits of 
their labor. 

Mr. Chairman, in the Sixty-eighth Congress I supported to 
the best of my ability the Haugen agricultural relief bill, and 
again supported this bill in the first session of this, the Sixty
ninth Congress. I again voted to report the bill to this House 
for its consideration. I am of the same opinion as before 
on the merits of this bill. The hru.'dest hit of our farmers in 
1926 were our cotton farmers. Cotton prices were far below 
t11e cost of production. Many fields are unpicked for the 
reason that they will not pay the cost of picking. . 

Gentlemen of the House, each Member is entitled to his own 
opinion, and I am again expressing mine concerning this legis
lation. I fall out with no man for his opinion and question 
no person's motives. In my candid judgment the enactment 
into law of the Haugen bill in the last session of Congress 
woulu have solved the cotton problem. That bill provided an 
appropriation of $375,000,000 with which to handle cotton, corn, 
wheat, cattle, and swine, and $100,000,000 of this amount was 
to be used in marketing cotton. Under the terms of the bill 
the board could not begin operations on cotton until a substan
tial number of organizations representing cotton farmers de
sired such operation. In other words, the operation of the 
board on cotton was left in the hands of the cotton farmers 
themselves. In the case of corn, wheat, cattle, and swine the 
board would begin operations when it found that there is or 
may be a surplus above domestic requirements and that the 
price is materiaUy lower in the United States than in the prin
cipal export markets of the principal competing foreign coun
tries, plus the tariff duty and charges in transportation from 
such market to the United States, and that such surplus ren
ders inoperative the tariff upon such commodity. 

That bill provided that there would be no equalization fee 
nor any tax of any kind on cotton for a period of two years, 
1926 and 1927, and the $100,000,000 was offered us by the 
terms of the bill without interest. .And remember that no 
equalizntion fee could attach to cotton for two years, and then 
only if the farm organizations, as mentioned, desired the board 
to handle their cotton. I do not believe there should be an 
equalization fee on cotton, for any man experienced in growing 
aud'-marketing cotton would handle that fund and never lose 
a penny. The opportunities are much better for a profit than 
a loss. I have been reared in the Cotton Belt and know some
thing of that product. Last fall the bankers of the Cotton Belt 
met in convention to raise a fund for the purpose of handling 
the surplus cotton of our country. What did they intend to 
do with that fund? Take some of the surplus cotton off the 
market, of course, was their intention and they are to be com
mended for that action. That is exactly what would have been 
done under the terms of the Haugen bill, except there would 
be no interest to pay. In my judgment, if this bill bad been 
in operation last fall, cotton would not have sold under 20 
cents per pound, and some say that 25 cents would have been 
the minimum price. The cotton farmers are harder hit than 
ever before, and you sit idly by and do nothing for them nor 
any other dt our farmers. That bill, I believe, would have 
saved the cotton farmers a loss of at least 8 cents per potmd, 
or $40 per bale. On a crop of 18,000,000 bales, that would 
have been f:l saving to them of $720,000,000. And remember 
that both your last presidential platforms promised help to the 
farmers. Also remember that the Republican Pa1·ty bas had 
full and complete control of all branches of gove1·nment for 
six years. 

The present Haugen agl'icultural relief bill was introduced 
in the House December 20, 1926, and on Wednesday, January 
5, 1927, the Committee on Agriculture convened to begin hear
ings on a farm-relief measure. The Haugen bill was reported 
favorably to the House for consideration, and I tniSt that a 
majority of the membership of this House will vote to pass the 
bill. It is similar to the other Haugen bill which was de
feated in the last session of Congress . . The principal points 
of difference are that in the present bill no reference is made 
to the tariff, and the equalization fee on cotton is not deferred 
f or two years, as was done in the other bill. Then the other 

Haugen bill provided an appropriation o! $100,000,000 for cot
ton and $375,000,000 in all. This bill provides an appropriation 
of $250,000,000 which shall be administered by the board . and 
used as a revolving fund for basic agricultural products pro
vided in the bill This measure creates a Feueral farm board 
which shall consist of the Secretary of Agriculture and 12 
membeJ.'S, one from each of the 12 Federal land bank districts, 
appointed by the. President of the United States, by and with 
the advice and consent of the Senate, fi·om lists of eligibles 
submitted by the nominating committee from the dish·ict. 

The nominating committee consists of five members from 
each of th~ 12 Federal land-bank districts. Four of the mem
bers of the nominating committees in each district shall be 
elected by the bona fide farm organizations and cooperative 
associations in such district at a convention of such organi
zations and associations to be held at the office of the Federal 
land bank in such district, and one of the members of the 
nominating committee in each uistrict shall be appointed by 
the Secretary of Agriculture. Each of the appointed members 
of the board sllall receive a salary of $10,000 per year, to be 
paid out of the Treasury of the United States. The members 
of each nominating committee shall serve without salary, but 
may be paid by the Federal farm board a per diem cornpen-
8ation not exceeding $20 per day for attending meetings of 
the committee. The bill provides the usual general powers 
and requires the board to make annual reports to Congress. 
The board is given power to appoint and fix the salaries of a 
secretary, such experts, and other employees as may be neces
sary. The board shall meet at the call of the chairman, who 
is selected by the board, or of the Secretary of Agriculture, or 
of a majority of its members. Each nominating committee 
shall meet as soon as practicable after the approval of this 
act, organize, and submit a list of three eligibles from its dis
trict for appointment to the board. The term of a member of 
the nominating committee shall be two years, and of a member 
of the board six years, except those first appointed to the 
board four shall be for two years and four for four years. 

The board must create for each basic agricultural com
modity an advisory council of seven members, representative of 
the producers of such co'l:nmodity. These members shall be 
selected by the board annually from lists submitted by co
operative marketing associations and farm organizations de
termined by the board to be representative of the producers 
of such commodity. The members of this council shall erve 
without salary, but may be paid by the board a per diem not 
exceeding $20 per day. The board shall determine the amount 
of the equalization fee required to pay the losses on each basic 
agricultural commodity. The board shall determine whether 
the equalization fee shall be collected upon transportation, 
processing, or sale of such commodity. 

The basic ~gricultural ~Jroducts of this bill are cotton, wheat, 
corn, rice, and swine. The bill also provides that the board 
may operate on other agricultural products. The board c.an 
act on agricultural products as follows: (1) When it finds 
that there is or may be during the ensuing year a F~m·plus 
above - the domestic requirements for wheat, corn, rice, or 
swine; (2) a surplus above the requirements for the orderly 
marketing of cotton or of wheat, corn, rice, or swine, and that 
both the advisory council for such commodity and a subst3Jl
tial number of cooperative associations or other organizations 
representing the producers of such commodity favor the full 
operation of the board in the stabilization of such commodity, 
then the board shall publicly declare its findings ru1d com
mence operations on a date fixed by the board and published in 
such declaration. 

The bill provides that any decision of the board relating to 
the commencement or termination of such operations shall 
require "the affirmative vote of a majority of the appointed 
members in office, and the board shall not commence or ter
minate operations in any basic agricultural commodity unless 
the members of the board representing Federal lru1d-bank dis
tricts which in the aggregate produced during the preceding 
crop year more than 50 per cent of such commodity vote in 
favor thereof. 

Under the terms of the bill the board during operations shall 
assist in removing or withholding or disposing of the surplus 
of the basic agricul~ral commodity by making agreements 
with cooperative associations, or with a corporation or associa
tion created by one or more of such cooperative associations, 
or with persons engaged in processing such product. 

In the case of cotton the board shall issue to the producer 
a serial receipt which shall be evidence of the participating 
interest of the producer in the equalization fund for the com
modity. A stabilization fund is provided for each basic agri-· 



1927 CONGRESSIONAL RECORP-HOUSE 3477 
cultural <!ommodity to be administered by the board. Advances 
to the stabilization fund shall be made from the revolving fund 
of $250,000,000 authorized in the bill and also equalization fees 
and profits. Repayments to the revolving fund for amounts 
adT"ancecl to the stabilization fund, with interest at 4 per cent 
per annum, are provided. The bill provides that when the 
equalization fund for cotton is in excess of the amount ade
quate to carry out the provisions of the act, and that the col
lection of further equalization fees on cotton is likely to main
tain an excess, the board may retire the outstanding receipts 
which show a participating interest in such fund. The board 
is also authorized to make loans from the revolving fund to 
cooperative associations engaged in the purchase, sale, or stor
age of agricultural products. 

1\luch can be accomplished by the farmers uniting further in 
the formation of cooperative marketing associations. These 
associations reporting to the Department of Agriculture at the 
end of 1925 showed a total membership roll of 2,700,000 pro
ducers. This is an increase from 651,000 since 1915. The total 
business of the organizations in 1915 was $635,800,000 and in 
1925 it amounted to $2,400,000,000. I am glad to see this 
healthy growth. The farmers must organize for their own 
protection, and this bill will stimulate cooperation amopg 
farmers. 

I believe this board of able, conscientious, and experienced 
men in the production, sale, and handling of agricultural prod
ucts will make a great success of this bill. It is my judgment, 
after much study and research, that it will never be necessary 
to levy an equalization fee on cotton, for I beijeve that the 
board will more likely make a profit than a loss on cotton. I 
have picked, marketed, and sold many a bale of cotton, and by 
further study know something of this product, as I do of the 
other products in the bill. It is the cotton farmer, and not the 
dealer, that is hurt most by low prices. 

'Yhen the large cotton exchanges and other organizations, 
who control cotton prices and the prices of the other agricul
tural products, know that this board is appointed, with the 
pmver this bill gives them to assist the American farmer, there 
will be no effort to reduce prices by those who do not produce 
the product. They will know that the Government of the 
United States is behind our farmers to see that they get a 
square deal. If this bill is enacted into law, as it should be, 
and in the early fall, when cotton is first beginning to -be mar
keted, the price goes dowP, then if the board announces its 
intention to handle cotton you will see the price become more 
stable. If that announcement will not prevent the price from 
falling below the cost of production, it will be prevented when 
tile board begins operations on cotton and begins to buy the 
product. 

In the Sixty-seventh Congress you gave Russia $20,000,000 of 
the money of the people of the United States, and in the first 
session of this, the Sixty-ninth Congress, wi-th the consent and 
approval of the President, you canceled, or in other words gave, 
the Italian Government, in settlement of the debt she owed us, 
$1,500,000,000 of the people's money. You appropriated $395,000 
to build bathing beaches for the pleasure of the people of Wash
ington with the money of all the people, and you gave Philadel
phia in the last session $2,186,000 for her fair last summer. 
The administration can approve these items, the expense of 
which is saddled on all our citizens, and yet you can do nothing 
for the American farmer. 

The chairman of the Committee on Agriculture, in his report 
on this bill, says: 

T otal Federal net costs for the United States Shipping Board have 
amounted to approximately $2,800,000,000. ~overnment losses growing 
out of the Federal control of railroads amounted to approximately 
$2,0()0,000,000. 

The appropriation recommended in this bill for agriculture is 
small, indeed, when compared to the above items. 

The farmers of the country know. what they want, and they 
want this bilL Some say it will not work. Well, gentlemen, it 
will not work unless it receives a majority vote of Congress and 
the approval of the President. I think it is time that we try to 
see if something will not work. We can not all have our way 
entirely. There are provisions in the bill that I would like to 
see out, as, for instance, the equalization fee, and especially 
the fee on cotton. I . would, at least, like to have that fee on 
cotton deferred two years, as was done in the bill last session. 
We can not all get everything we want in a bill, but let us 
take the best that we ca-n get. My fellow colleagues, I appeal 
to you in behalf of our American farmers to do something for 
them, and do it now. I appeal to the President of this great 
Republic and to the Republican leaders to act now. Agricul-

ture can not continue in this manner much longer. We should 
pa s this bill and give them an equal chance with others. 
[Applause.] 

1\fr. KINCHELOE. Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentleman 
from Oklahoma [Mr. McKEowN] five minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Oklahoma is recog
nized for five minutes. 

Mr. McKEOWN. l\Ir. Chairman and gentlemen of tile com
mittee, I will take a little of your time at this moment to call 
attention to a proposed amendment which I offer in good faith 
as a friend of this legislation. I voted for the Haugen bill 
at both sessions of Congress when I had opportunity to vote for 
it. I want to explain to you this amendment. When it comes 
to vote on the section of this bill that dcal.s with the question 
of whether they w-m go into an operating period I want to offer 
this amendment, and I submit it to you now for your consid
eration: 

Prov ided, That both the advisory council herE>inafter created for the 
commodity and a substantial number of cooperative associations or 
other organizations repre enting the producers of tb~ commodity favor 
the stabilization of the commodity by the board· declaring a standard 
of production for a given 12-months' period, then said board shall have 
power to declare that the quantity of said product produced during the 
standard period by any producer shall be the amount of said p1·oduct 
for which the producer may receive a certificate. 

Now, that is simple, altilough you may think it is complicated. 
But here is the proposition : Suppose that at any time this 
board should go on and levy an equalization fee on all the 
product, and the board determines that too much is being pro
duced. It gives the board the right to say that the amount of 
wheat raised dul"ing the year 1923, or any particular year, would 
be the standard for a given year, tl1e amount of wheat produced 
by eacil wheat farmer that year should be the standard for 
the year 1928 or any year, and the equalization fee would 
go on the product that is produced over that amount. And the 
same is true with cotton. Then I will show you something 
else: 

If any producer is unable to declare the amount of his production 
during the standard period, or if be shows that his production during 
that·period was abnormal due to pests, weather conditions, or any other 
reasonable cause, then his standard shall be a quantity that will not 
exceed the amount pe1· acre allotted to producers tilling similar soil 
during said period. 

In other words, he shows that his crop for that year did not 
produce the usual amount. Then his standard shall be the 
quantity that does not exceed the amount produced on similar 
soil during that period. In other words, his standard will be 
the amount usually made in that year. Then again: 

If any producer can show that prior to the declara tion of the s tand
ard production he had enter ed into a bona fide future cont ract for t he 
sale and delivery of a quantity of such product in excess of his 
normal standard as fixed by tae board and that such contract specifies 
that the product to be delivered is from his own product ion, then be 
may be allowed as his standard such quantity in addition to his normal 
standard as will be required to fulfill his contract. 

If any producer shall show that he desires a standard grea ter than 
his normal st andard or that he desires a standard for his first produc
tion year, he shall give all information required by the board a nd shall 
receive a standard certificate for a reasonable amount of said protluct, 
according to the circumstances. 

In other words, if the man desires to raise more than his 
normal amount, by showing that his indebtedness is such-and
such and by showing that such conditions would warrant him 
in having an additional standard, the board would grant to him 
this additional standard. Then again : 

If any producer shall be aggrieved at the standard fixed in his cer
tificate be may have the amount determined by arbitration by three 
producers of said product residing in his county, be may choose one, 
the board {)De, and these shall ch">ose a third, and their decision shall 
be final. 

Now, listen: 
The board may make such rules and regulations as shall be necessary 

to make local application of this proviso throughout the United States. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Okla
homa has expired. 

Mr. 1\IcKEOWN. Will the gentleman from Indiana give me 
two minutes in which to finish reading this amendment"! 

Mr. PUR!\TELL. I will give the gentleman . a minute and 
a half. 



3478 - CONGRESSIOKAL RECORD-HOUSE FEBRUAR :T 10 
The OHAIRl\IA.l~. The gentleman from Oklahoma is rec

ognized for one minute and a half. 
Mr. McKEOWN. I read again: 
The board may make such rules and regulations as shall l>e necessary 

to make local application of this provi~o throughout the United States 
nnd cooperate with the Department of Agriculture in the use of the 
agencies of said department in putting this proviso into operation; 
anti may collect the "equalization fee " hereinafter referred to at the 
time and manner and for the purposes hereinafter set fru·th during the 
operation periou upon all surplus production of any such commodity 
ovPr the standaru amount for which certificates shall be iSSued and 
upon all such commodity not covered by a standard certificate. 

Now, gentlemen, that provision will safeguard this legislation, 
in my judgment, from being overturned by augmenting the price, 
then cause increased production, which would cause great 
difficulty. It would leave it optional with the board. ThL'3 is 
simply an additional power granted to this board. 

I will say to you that it has been submitted to some men 
familiar with this bill and they say it is a provision that would 
safeguard this legislation. I offer it not in the sense of 
criticism, but in an effort to be of some service, if I can, in 
promoting this legislation. [Applause.] 

Mr. PURNELL. 1\lr. Chairman, I am informed that the 
Speaker desires to lay before the House a communication that 
will take about 30 minutes to read. I had intended to move to 
rise at 4.30. If the gentlemen on the other side have no one 
else to yield to, I will move to rise now. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Indiana moves that 
the committee do now rise. The question is on agreeing to that 
motion. 

The motion was agreed to. 
Accordingly the committee rose; and the Spe-aker having re

·sumed the chair, Mr. MAPES. Chairman of the Committee of the 
Whole House on the state of the Union, reported that that com
mittee haYing under consideration the bill (H. R. 15474) to 
establish a Federal farm board to aid in the orderly marketing 
and in the control and distribution of the surplus of agricul
tural commodities had come to no resolution thereon. 

PRESIDENT'S MESSAGE-NAVAL ARMAMENT (H. DOC. NO. 7'03} 

The SPEAKER laid before the House the following message 
from the PreRident of the United States, which was read and, 
with the accompanying papers, was referred to the Committee 
on Foreign Affairs and ordered printed : 
To the Congress of the United States: 

Pursuant to my insh·uctions the American amba sadors at 
London, Paris, Rome, and Tokyo will to-day present to the 
Governments of Great Britain, France, Italy, and Japan a 
memorandum suggesting that they empower their delegates at 
the forthcoming meeting of the preparatory commission for the 
disarmament conference at Geneva to negotiate and conclude 
at an early date an agreement further limiting naval armament, 
supplementing the Washington treaty on that subject and cov
ering bhe classes of vessels not covered by that treaty. I trans
mit herewith, for the information of the Congress, a copy of this 
memorandum. 

I wish to inform the Congress of the considerations which have 
moved me to take this action. 

The support of all measures looking to the preservation of 
the peace of the world has been long established as a funda
mental policy of this Government. The American Government 
and people are convinced that competitive armaments constitute 
one of the most dangerous conn·ibnting causes of international 
suspicion and discord and are calculated eventually to lead to 
war. A recognition of this fact and a desire as far as possible 
to remove this danger led the American Government in 1921 to 
call the Washington conference. 

At that time we were engaged in a great building program 
which, upon its completion, would have given us first place on 
the sea. We felt then, however, and feel now that the policy 
we then advocated-that of deliberate self-denial and limitation 
of naval armament by the great naval powers-promised the 
attainment of at least one guaranty of peace, an end worthy of 
mutual adjustment and concession. 

At ·the Washington conference we found the other nations ani
mated with the same desire as ourselves to remove naval com
petition from the list of possible causes of international di-;cord. 
Unfortunately, however, it was not possible to reach agreements 
at Washington covering all classes of naval ships. The Wash
ington treaty provided a specific tonnage limitation upon capital 
ships and aircraft carriers, with eertain restrictions as to size 
aud maximum caliber of guns for other vessels. Every nation 
llas been at complete liberty to build any number of cruisers. 

destroyers, and submarines. Only size and armament of cruis
ers were limited_ The signatories of the Washington treaty 
have fulfilled their obligations faithfully and there can be no 
doubt that that treaty constitutes an outstanding success in its 
operation. · 

It has been the hope of the American Government, constantly 
expressed by the Congress since the Washington conference, 
that a favorable opportunity might present itself to complete 
tl1e work begun here by the conclusion of further agreements 
covering cruisers, destroyers, and ·ubmarines. The desirability 
of such an agreement has been apparent, since it was only to be 
expected that the spirit of competition, stifled as regards capital 
ships and aircraft carriers by the Washington treaty, would 
sooner or later show itself with regard to the other vessels not 
limited under the treaty. Actually, I do not believe that com
petitive building of these classes of ships has begun. Neverthe
less, fru.·-reaching building programs have been laid down by 
certain powers, and there has appeared in our own country, as 
well as abroad, a sentiment urging naval construction on the 
ground that such construction is taking place elsewhere. In 
such sentiplents lies the germ of renewed naval competition. 

I am sure that all governments and all peoples would choose 
a system of naval limitation in preference to consciously revert
ing to competitive building. Therefore, in the hope of bringing 
about an opportunity for discussion among the principal naval 
powers to ascertain whether further limitation is practicable, I 
have suggested to them that negotiations on this subject should 
begin as soon as possible. 

The moment. seems particularly opportune to try to secure 
further limitation of armament in accordance with the ex
pressed will of the Congress. The earnest desire of the nations 
of the world to relieve themselves in as great a measure as pos
sible of the burden of armaments and to avoid the dangers of 
competition has been shown by the establishment of the prepara
tory commission for the disarmament conference, which met in 
Geneva last May, and which is continuing it.~ work with a view 
to preparing the agenda for a final general conference. For 
more than six months representatives of a score or more of 
nations have examined from all points of yiew the problem of 
the reduction and limitation of armaments. In these discus
sions it was brought out very clearly that a number of nations 
felt that land, sea, and air armaments were interdependent and 
that it would be difficult, if not impossible, to agree upon the 
limitation of one type of armament without simultaneously 
limiting the other types. 

The consequence to be feared Is that a deadlock will be 
reached, should even partial pTogress in the reduction of arma
ments be conditioned upon the acceptance of some univer al 
plan covering land, sea, and air forces together. If the prospec
tive deadlock can not be broken, it is probable that little prog
ress will be made for the time being. It appears to me to be the 
duty of this Government, which has always advocated limita
tion of armaments, to endeavor to suggest some avenue by 
which concrete results may be achieved, even though such 
results may be short of an ultimate ideal solution for the three
fold problem of land, sea, and air annament. 

Our delegates at Gelleva have consistently expressed the 
view that tmder conditions as they exist in the world to-day 
the problems of land and air armaments are most susceptible 
of solution by regional agreements covering regions within 
which the land or air armaments of one country could con
stitute a potential threat to another country. Geographical 
continents have been suggested as regions appropriate for land 

. and air limitation agreements. 
The American land ru1tl air force constitute a threat to no 

one. They are at minimum strength; their reduction has been • 
suggested by no one as a necessary condition precedent to 
general arms limitation. This reduction of our land forces has 
been rendered possible by onr favored geographical position. 
I reali7.e that the problems of armaments on land and in the 
air in Europe are beset with difficulties which in all justice we 
must recognize and, although this Government will always be 
ready to lend its assistance in any appropriate way to efforts 
on the pru.·t of European or other Governments to arrive at 
regional agreements limiting land and air forces, it would 
hesitate to make specific proposals on this subject to European 
nations. 

The problem of the limitation of naval armament, while not 
regional in character or susceptible of regional treatment, bas 
been successfully treated, in part, by an agreement among the 
five leading naval powers, and, in my opinion, can be definitely 
dealt with by further agreements among those powers. 

It will be a contribution to the success of the preliminary 
work now going on at Geneva should the great naval powers 

•, 
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there agree upon a further definite limitation of naval arma
ment. 

It is my intention that the American representatives at 
Geneva should continue to discuss with the representatives of 
the other nations there the program for a general limitation 
of armaments conference. If such a conference should be 
possible in the future, on a basis generally acceptable, this 
Government would, of course, be highly gratified. Pending the 
formulation of the plan for such a general conference, however, 
I believe that we should make an immediate and sincere effort 
to solve the problem of naval limitation, the solution of which 
would do much to make the efforts toward more general 
limitation successful. 

CALVIN CooLIDGE. 
THE WHITE HousE, FebruanJ 10, 19~7. 

HOUSE BILL PRESENTED TO THE PRESIDE~tl' 

1\fr. CAMPBELL, from the Committee on Enrolled Bills, re
ported that this day they presented to the President of the 
United States for his approval the following bill: 

H. R. 11601. An act granting pensions and increase of pen
sions to certain soldiers and sailors of the Regular Army and 
Navy, and certain soldiers and sailors of wars other than the 
Civil War, and to widows of such soldiers and sailors, and 
so forth. 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 

By unanimous consent, Mr. REED of Arkansas was granted 
leave of absence for to-day, on account of illness. 

ADJOURNMENT 

Mr. PURNELL. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House do now 
adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accordingly (at 4 o'clock and 35 
minutes p. m.) the House adjourned until to-morrow, Friday, 
February 11, 1927, at 12 o'clock noon. 

COMMITTEE HEARINGS 
Mr. TILSON submitted the following tentative list of com

mittee hearings scheduled for Friday, February 11, 1927, as 
reported to the floor leader by clerks of the several committees: 

COMMITTl!."E ON .APPROPRIATIONS 

(10.30 a. m.) 
Second deficiency bill. 

COMMITTEE ON BANKING AND CURRENCY 

(10.30 a. m.) 
To incorporate the Federal reserve pension fund, to define 

its functions ( S. 3657) . 
C<lMMITTEE ON THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 

(10 a. m.) 
To provide for the elimination of the Michigan Avenue grade 

crossing in the District of Columbia ~H. R. 7287). 
To provide for the elimination of grade crossings of steam 

1·ailroads in the District of Columbia (H. R. 11120). 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC. 
Under clause 2 of Rule XXIV, executive communications were 

taken from the Speaker's table and referred as follows : 
956. A communication from the President of the United 

States, transmitting supplemental estimate of appropriation for 
the Department of the Interior, Bureau of Indian Affairs, for 
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1927, for enlarging and improv
ing the plant at the Wahpeton, N. Dak., Indian school (H. Doc. 
No. 699) ; to the Committee on Appropriations and ordered to be 
printed. 

957. A communication from the President of the United 
States, transmitting supplemental estimate of appropriation for 
the Department of Agl'iculture for the fiscal year 1927, to remain 
available until June 30, 1928, for preventing the spread of the 
European corn borer, $10,000,000 (H. Doc. No. 700) ; to the 
Committee on Appropriations and ordered to be printed. 

958. A letter from the Assistant Secretary of Labor, trans
mitting report of the department of the miscellaneous material 
in the Bureau of Immigration, Bureau of Labor Statistics, and 
the United States Employment Service which will be of no 
further use in the transaction of official business and do not 
po sess hi~torical interest ; to the Committee on Disposition of 
Useless Executive Papers. 

959. A communication from the President of the United 
States, transmitting supplemental estimates of appropriations 
for the Department of Agriculture for the fiscal year 1927 for 
insect control on the national forests, $25,000; for investigations 

concerning inse-cticides and fungicides. $35,000 ; and for eradica
tion of pink bollworm of cotton, $35,000, amounting in all to 
$95,000; and a draft of proposed legislation relating to the erec
tion of a building for the Weather Bureau at Lansing, 1\Iich. 
(II. Doc. No. 701) ; to the Committee on Appropriations and 
ordered to be printed. 

960. A letter from the Secretary of Labor, transmitting state
ment of typewriters, adding machines, and other labor-saving 
devices exchanged in part payment for new machines during the 
fiscal year ended June 30, 1926 ; to the Committee on Appro
priations. 

001. A communication from the President of the United 
States, transmitting supplemental estimate of appropriations for 
the Department of Commerce for oil-shale investigations for the 
fiscal year ending June 30, 1927, to remain available until June 
30, 1928, amounting to $70,000 (H. Doc. No. 702); to the Com
mittee on Appropriations and ordered to be printed. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC BILLS A...~D 
RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 2 of Rule XIII, 
Mr. KIESS: Committee on Insular Affairs. H. R. 16952. A 

bill to ratify and confirm act No. 3243 of the Philippine Legis
lature, approved November 27, 1925; without amendment (Rept. 
No. 2033). Referred to the House Calendar. 

Mr. KIESS: Committee on Insular Affairs. S. 4933. An act 
authorizing an appropriation for public highways in the island 
of St. Thomas, Virgin Islands; without amendment (Rept. No. 
2034). Referred to the Committee of the Whole House on the 
state of the Union. 

Mr. Sl\IITH: Committee on Irrigation and Reclamation. H. R. 
16550. A bill authorizing the Secretary of the Interior to em
ploy engineers and economists for consultation purposes on im
portant reclamation work; without amendment (Rept. No. 
2035). Referred to the Committee of the Whole House on the 
state of the Union. 

Mr. HILL of Washington: Committee on Indian Affairs. 
H. R. 17044. A bill to provide funds for the upkeep of the 
Puyallup Indian cemetery at Tacoma, Wash.; without amend
ment (Rept. No. 2036). Referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House on the state of the Union. 

1\Ir. KNUTSON : Committee on Indian Affairs. H. R. 15664. 
A bill to withdraw and reserve certain lands for the Chippewa 
Indians in the State of Minnesota; with amendment (Rept. 
No. 2037). Referred to the Committee of the Whoie House 
on the state of the Union. 

Mr. DRANE: Committee on Naval Affairs. H. R. 16994. 
A bill authorizing the acceptance by the Navy Department of 
a site for an aviation training field in the vicinity of Pensa
cola, Fla., and for other purposes; with amendment (Rept. 
No. 2038). Referred to the House Calendar. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PRIVATE BILLS AND 
RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 2 of Rule XIII. 
Mr. LINTHICUM: Committee on Foreign Affairs. S. J. 

Res. 112. A joint resolution for the relief of Katherine 
Imbrie; with amendment (Rept. No. 2032). Referred to the 
Committee of the Whole House. 

l\Ir. HASTINGS: Committee on Indian .Affairs. H. R. 15410. 
A bill authorizing the enrollment of Carl J. Reid Dussome as 
a Kiowa Indian, and directing issuance of trust patents to 
him to certain lands of the Kiowa Indian Reservation, Okla.; 
without amendment (Rept. No. 2039). Referred to the Com
mittee of the Whole House. 

Mr. ANDREW: Committee on Naval Affairs. H. R. 15182. 
A bill granting six months' pay to Frank A. Grab, father of 
Alfred Newton Grab, deceased ~eaman, United States Navy, 
in active service; with amendment (Rept. No. 2040). Re
ferred to the Committee of the Whole House. 

CHANGE OF REFERENCE 

Under clause 2 of Rule XXII, committees were discharged 
from the consideration of the following bills, which were 
referred as follows : 

A bill (H. R. 12864) granting an increase of pension to Lydia 
A. Smiley; Committee on Invalid Pensions discharged, and re
fe~·red to the Committee on Pensions. 

A bill (H. R. 16012) granting a pension to Ravon Cawood; 
Committee on Invalid Pensions discharged, and referred to the 
Committee on Pensions. · 
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PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 3 of Rule L'I(II, public bills and resolutions 

were in trounced and severally referred as follows: 
By Mr. HUDDLESTON: A bill (B. R. 17064) to forfeit the 

citizen hip of Americans who enter the service of foreign gov
ernments in military operations; to the Committee on Imrni.,ara
tion and Naturalization. 

By l\fr. MAGEE of Pennsylvania: A bill (B. R. 17065) to 
provide for an increase in salary of certain criers and bailiffs 
<Jf United States district courts; to the Committee on the 
.Judiciary. 

By Mr. RAINEY: A bill (B. R. 17066) authorizing an appro
priation of $100,000 for the purchase of feed and seed grain to 
be supplied to farmers in the flood-stricken areas of the Illinois 
River Valley in Illinois; to the Committee on Agriculture. 

By Mr . .JOHNSON of South Dakota: A bill (B. R. 17067) to 
aid the Department Memorial Committee in the observance of 
Memorial Day; to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

By Mr. ZIHLl\lAN: A bill (B. R. 17068) to exempt employ
e~s of the public-school system of the District of Columbia 
from the $2,000 salary limitatiyn provision of the legislative, 
executive, and judicial appropriation act, approved May 10, 
1916, as amended ; to the Committee on the District of Columbia. 

By Mr. BACON: A bill (B. R. 17069) to require contractors 
and subcontractors engaged on public works of the United 
States to comply with State laws relating to hours of labor and 
wages of employees on .state public works; to the Committee 
on Labor. 

By Mr. MAGEE of Pennsylvania: A bill (B. R. 17070) to 
authorize a survey of the customs field service and an adjust
ment of salaries in that service in accordance with the survey; 
to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. BILL of Maryland: A bill (B. R. 17071) to place the 
agricultural industry on a sound commercial basis, to encour
age national cooperative marketing of farm products, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Agriculture. 

By Mr. REECE: A bill (B. R. 17072) allowing the rank, pay, 
and allow-ance of a colonel, Medical Corps, to medical officer 
assigned to duty as personal physician to the President; to the 
Committee on :Military Affairs. 

By Mr. BECK: Resolution (B. Res. 414) concerning presi
dential reth·ement after the second term; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

MEMORIALS 
Under clause 3 of Rule XXII, memorials were presented and 

referred as follows : 
Memorial of the Legislature of ·the State of North Dakota, 

urging early enactment of the McNary-Haugen bill; to the Com
mittee on Agriculture. 

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 1- of Rule XXII, private bills and resolutions 

were introduced and severally referred as follows: 
By Mr. DEAL: A bill (B. R. 17073) mah.-ing eligible for re

tirement, under the same conditions as now provided for officers 
of the regular naval service, Lieut. Commander William A. Ham
ilton, an officer of the United States ~a\al Reserve Force during 
the World War, who incurred physical disability in line of 
duty; to the Committee on Naval Affairs. 

By Mr. DOWELL: A bill (B. R. 17074) granting an increase 
of pension to Alice Jordon ; to the Committee on Invalid Pen
sions. 

Also, a bill (B. R. 17075) granting an increase of pension to 
Mary E. Bartels ; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. FREE: A bill (B. R. 17076) granting an increase of 
pension to Ma,ry K. Slocum ; to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

By :Mr. FURLOW: A bill (H. R. 17077) granting an increase 
of pension to Mary Fallon; to the Committee Qn Invalid 
Pensions. 

Also, a bill (B. R. 17078) granting an increase of pension to 
Eunice .T. Brooks; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. GARBER: A bill (B. R. 17079) for the relief of 
Frank Fanning; to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

By Mr. MORROW: A bill (H. R. 17080) for the relief of 
John Deacy ; to the Committee on 1\Iilitary Affairs. 

By Mr. REECE: A bill (B. R. 17081) for the relief of Capt. 
George R. Armstrong, United States Army, retired; to the 
Committee on Military Affairs. 

By Mr. SMITHWICK: A bill (H. R. 17082) granting a pen
sion to Julia· L. Steele ; to the Committee on I;nvalid Pensions. 

By Mr. COLE: .Toir\t resolution (B. J. Res. 354) to provide 
for the payment of an indemnity to the Chinese Government 
for the death of Chang Lin and Tong Buan Yah, alleged to have 
been killed by members of the armed forces of the United 
States; to the Committee on Foreigl1 Affairs. 

By Mr. PORTER: Joint resolution (B . .T. Res. 355) to pro
vide for the payment of an indemnity to the British Govern
ment to compensate the dependents of Edwin Tucker, a British 
subject, who WI!S killed by a United States Army ambulance in 
Colon, Panama ; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. COLE: .Joint re olution (B . .T. Res. 35G) to provide 
for payment of the claim of the Government of China for com
pensation of Sun .lui-chin for injuries resulting from an 
assault on him by a private in the United States Marine Corps; 
to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

PETITIONS, ETO. 

Under clause 1 of Rule LTII, petitions and papers were laid 
on the Clerk's desk and referred as follows: 

6419. Petition of the United Mine Workers of America at the 
thirtieth constitutional convention held at Indianapolis, Ind., 
.January 25 to February 2, urging Congress to investigate and 
exercise its power to relieve the bituminous coal industry from 
the oppressive burden of uneconomic freight rates; to the 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

6420. Petitions of numerous citizens of Liberty Center, Ohio, 
not to pass the compulsory Sunday observance bill ( S. 4821) 
aiming to close barber shops and beauty parlors on Sunday 
in the District of Columbia ; to the Committee on the District 
of Columbia. 

6421. Petitions of several citizens of Elgin and Venedocia, 
Ohio, against compulsory Sunday observance bills (H. R. 7179, 
7322, 10123, and 10311) or any other national religious legislation 
pending ; to the Committee on the District of Columbia. 

6422. By Mr. ANTHONY : Petition of citizens of Topeka, 
Kans., urging enactment of Civil War pension legislation; to 
the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

6423. By Mr. BACON: Petition of National Society of Daugh
ters of the Union, presented by Mrs. Frances W. Monell, presi
dent general, to take immediate action on Bouse bill 13450, 
known as the Elliott ~nsion bill, which increases the pensions 
of Civil War veterans and widows of veterans ; to the Com
mittee on Invalid Pensions. 

6424. By Mr. BARBOUR : Petition of residents of Stanis
laus County, Calif., protesting against passage of Ilouse bill 
10311, the Sunday rest bill for the District of Columbia ; to 
the Committee on the District of Columbia. 

6425. By Mr. BERGER: Memorial of the Federated Trades 
Council of Milwaukee, protesting against any interference on 
the part of the United States in the efforts of :Mexico to regain 
for their own benefit the natural resources of their country; 
to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

6426. By Mr. CELLER: Petition of National Council of 
Traveling Salesmen's Associations of Amelica, United Commer
cial Travelers of America, and Commercial Travelers' Mutual 
Association of America; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

6427. By Mr. DEAL: Petition from citizens of Fentress, Va., 
requesting Civil War pension legislation; to the Committee 
on Invalid Pensions. 

6428. By Mr. DRIVER: Petition signed by citizens of Pales
tine, Ark., indorsing legislation for the relief of the Civil War 
veterans, their widows, and dependents; to the Committee 
on Invalid Pensions. 

6429. By Mr. DICKINSON of Missouri: Petition by five 
citizens of Butler, Bates County, Mo., urging that immediate 
steps be taken to bring to a vote a Civil War pension bill 
increasing pensions of Civil War veterans and widows of 
veterans; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

6430. Also, petition by 27 voters of Bates County, M<h, urging 
that immediate steps be taken to bring to a vote a Civil 
War pension bill increasing pensions of Civil War veterans and 
widows of veterans ; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

6431. Also, petition by 34 citizens of Henry County, Mo., 
urging that immediate steps be taken to bring to a vote a 
Civil War pension bill increasing the pensions of Civil War 
veterans and the widows of Civil War veterans; to the Com
mittee on Invalid Pensions. 

6432. Also, petition by 16 citizens of Cedar County, Mo., 
urging that immediate steps be taken to bring to a vote a 
Civil War pension bill increasing the pensions of Civil War 
veterans and the widows of Civil War veterans; to the Com
mittee on Inv~id Pensions. 
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6433. By Mr. EVANS: Petition of citizens of Philipsburg, 

Mont. urging immediate action on legislation increasing Civil 
War pensions; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

6434. By l\1r. ROY G. FITZGERALD: Petition of Calvin 
Wilson, College Corner, Ohio; C. L. Williams, Camden, Ohio; 
Mary Simpson, Fairhaven, Ohio, and other citizens of Preble 
County, Ohio, urging the passage of House bill 10311, Sunday 
rest bill for the District of Columbia; to the Committee on 
the District of Columbia. 

6435. Also, petition of 29 voters of Oxford, Butler County, 
Ohio, praying for the passage of a bill to increase the pensions 
of Civil War veterans, their widows and dependents; to the 
Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

6-136. Also, petition of the Inter-Chapter Council, composed of 
six chapters of Los .Angeles, to vote on House bill 4548 at the 
earliest possible date before adjournment, thus rendering be
lated justice to and correcting unjust discrimination against 
di abled emergency Army officers of the World War; to the 
Committee on Rules. 

6437. Also, petition of the Southern California Branch, Gold 
Star Mothers, composed of all southern California, asking that 
a vote be bad on House bill 4548 as early as possible before the 
adjournment of Congress, thus rendering belated justice to 
and correcting unjust discrimination against disabled emergency 
Army officers; to the Committee on Rules. 

6438. By l\1r. GALLIVAN: Petition of Albert K. Tapper, 
president Boston Grain & Flour Exchange, Milk and India 
Streets, Boston, Mass., vigorously opposing the McNary-Haugen 
farm bill as vicious class legislation; to the Committee on Agri
culture. 

6439. By Mr. GARBER: Petition urging enactment of legis
lation for relief of Civil ·war veterans and widows of veterans 
from the citizens of Cherokee, Okla.; to the Committee on 
Invalid Pensions. 

6440. Also, petition urging enactment of legislation for. ~elief 
of Civil War veterans and widows of veterans from the citizens 
of Drummond, Waukomis, and Enid, Okla.; to the Committee 
on Invalid Pensions. 

6441. Also, petition of the directors of the Chamber of Com
merce of Minneapolis, 1\Iinn., opposing enactment of the McNary
Haugen bill; to the Committee on Agriculture. 

6442. Also, petition urging enactment of legislation for. ~elief 
of Civil War veterans and widows of veterans from the Citizens 
of Enid, Okla. ; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

6443. Also, petition of the Philadelphia Board of Trade, op
posing the enactment of the McNary-Haugen bill; to the Com
mittee on Agriculture. 

6444. Also, petition of the Oklahoma Retail Jewelers' Asso
ciation, indorsing House bill 16545, sometimes kn?wn as the 
national platinum marking act, 1927; to the Comm1ttee on In
terstate and Foreign Commerce. 

6445. Also, petition of the Jewelry Crafts Association (Inc.), 
New York City, indorsing House bill 16545, known as the na
tional platinum marking act, 1927; to the Committee on Inter
state and Foreign Commerce. 

6446. Also, petition of the National Federation of Federal 
Employees, urging the enactment o~ legislation to provide for 
uniform adjustment of compensatiOn rates throughout the 
Federal service; to the Committee on the Civil Service. 

6447. By l\fr. HALL of North Dakota: Petition of 80 resi
dents of Jamestown, N. Dak., recommending the passage by 
Congress of additional legislation for the benefit of veterans 
of the Civil War and widows of veterans; to the Committee on 
Invalid Pensions. 

6448. By Mr. HAYDEN: Petition signed by 45 citizens of 
Phoenix Ariz., urging that immediate steps be taken to bring 
to a vote a Civil War pension bill carrying rates proposed by 
the National Tribune; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

6449. By Mr. HUDSON. Petition of citizens of Flint, Mich., 
opposing the enactment of legislation for compulsory Sunday 
observance; to the Committee on the District of Columbia. 

6450. Also, petition of citizens of the sixth congressional dis
trict of Michigan, urging Civil War pension legislation; to the 
Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

6451. By l\Ir.' KINDRED: Petition of Lieut. H. L. McCorkle 
Camp, No. 2, United Spanish War Veterans, urging the Sen3.te 
and House of Representatives to defeat that section of bill 
introduced in Congress which pertains to the taking over of all 
Kational Soldiers' Homes by the United States Veterans' Bu
reau; to the Committee on World War Veterans' Legislation. 

6452. By 1\Ir. KVALE: Petition of Traverse County Council 
of Agriculture, urging passage of the McNary-Haugen bill; to 
the Committee on Agriculture. 

6453. Also, petition of delegates to the annual meeting of the 
State Farm Mutual Automobile Insurance Co., urging imme-

diate passage of the McNary-Haugen bill; to the Committee on 
Agriculture. 

6454. Also, petition of North Side Post, No. 230, of the Amer
ican Legion, Minneapolis, 1\Iinn., urging that immediate steps 
be taken by Congress to bring waterway transportation above 
St. Anthony Falls ; to the Committee on Rivers and Harbors. 

6455. By Mr. MAJOR: Petition of citizens of Slater, 1\Io., 
urging the immediate passage of Civil War pension bill pro
viding increases of pension for needy and suffering veterans 
and widows of veterans; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

6456. Also, petition of citizens of Marshall, Mo., urging the 
immediate passage of Civil War pension bill providing for in
creases of pension for needy and suffering veterans and widows 
of veterans ; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

6457. By Mr. MAPES: Petition of 24 residents of Grand 
Rapids, Mich., recommending the passage by Congress of addi
tional legislation for the benefit of veterans of the Civil War 
and widows of veterans ; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

6458. By Mr. MOORE of Kentucky: Petition signed by 35 
voters of Simpson County, Ky., urging early and favorable 
action on the Elliott pension bill ; to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

6459. By 1\Ir. MORGAN: Petition by the citizens of Rich
land County, Ohio, favoring inc1·ease for Civil War pensions; 
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

6460. By 1\Ir. MORROW: Petition of citizens of Bernalillo, 
N. Mex., indorsing legislation for Civil War veterans and 
widows of veterans ; to the· Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

6461. By 1\Ir. MURPHY: Petition by voters of East Livet·· 
pool, Ohio, urging that immediate steps be taken to bring 
to a vote a Civil War pension bill in order that relief may be 
accorded to needy and suffering veterans and widows ; to the 
Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

6462. Also, petition by some 50 voters in Winona, Ohio, urging 
that all international questions be settled by negotiation or 
arbitration and not by war; to the Committee on Foreign 
Affairs. 

6463. By Mr. O'CONNELL of New York: Petition of the 
Steamship Terminal Operating Corporation of New York, favor
ing the passage of Senate bill 3170, known as the Cummings 
Act; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

6464. Also, petition of the Lieutenant H. L. McCorkle Camp, 
No.2, United Spanish War Veterans, Department of Tennessee, 
opposing the passage of 'legislation which pertains to the taking 
over of all National Soldiers Homes by the Veterans' Bureau; 
to the Committee on World War Veterans' Legislation. 

6465. Also, petition of the Chamber of Commerce of 1\Iinne
apolis, opposing the passage of the Haugen bill; to the Com
mittee on Agriculture. 

6466. Also, petition of the Lieutenant H. L. McCorkle Camp, 
United Spanish War Veterans, favoring Gen. George H. Woods 
be retained and reappointed as a member of the board of mana
gers of the National Soldiers' Homes; to the Committee on 
Appropriations. 

6467. Also, petition of the International Broom and Whisk 
Makers Union, favoring the passage of the Cooper bill; to the 
Committee on Labor. 

6468. By Mr. PATTERSON: Petition of residents of Wil
liamstown, Gloucester County, N. J., urging increase of pen
sions for veterans of the Civil War and widows of veterans; 
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. · 

6469. By Mr. PHILLIPS : Petition of citizens of Lawrence 
County, Pa., urging Congress to bring to a vote a Civil War 
pension bitl, that further relief may be accorded to needy and 
suffering veterans and widows of veterans ; to the Committee 
on Invalid Pensions. 

6470. Also, petition of citizens of Lawrence County, Pa., urg
ing Congress to bring to a vote a Civil War pension bill, that 
further relief may be accorded to needy and suffering veterans 
and widows of veterans ; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

6471. Also, petition of citizens of Lawrence County, Pa., 
urging Congress to bring to a vote a Civil War pension bill, 
that further relief may be accorded to needy and suffering 
veterans and widows of veterans ; to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

6472. Also, petition of citizens of Lawrence County, Pa., 
urging an amendment to the Constitution in which acknowledg
ment is made of the authority of Christ and of the law of God; 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. . 

6473. Also, petition of citizens of Lawrence County, Pa., 
urging Congress to bring to a vote a Civil War pension bill, that 
further relief may be accorded to needy and suffering veterans 
and widows of veterans; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

6474. Also, petition of the congregations of the Eau Claire 
and East Unity United Presbyterian Churches, Butler County, 
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Pa. urging the passage of House bill 10311, known as the Lank
ford Sunday rest bill; to the Committee on the District of 
Columbia. 

6475 . .Also, petition of citizens of Lawrence County, Pa., urg
ing the passage of House bill 10311, known as the Lankford 
Sunday rest bill; to the Committee on the District of Columbia. 

6476. By .Mr. R~EY: Petition of T. H. Downs and 48 
other citizens of Athensville, ill., favoring Civil War pension 
bill carrying rates approved by the National Tribune; · to the 
Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

6477. By Mr. REID of Illinois: Petition signed by num~rous 
residents of Aurora, Ill., urging the passage of legislation for 
the benefit of the veterans of the Civil War and widows of 
veterans ; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

6478. By Mr. SCHNEIDER: Petition of voters of Green Bay, 
Wis., urging legislative relief for veterans and widows of the 
Civil War; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

6479. Also, petition of voters of Dunbar, Wis., urging legisla
tive relief for veterans and widows of the Civil War; to the 
Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

6480. By Mr. SHREVE : Petition by Mary A. Phillips and 12 
other citizens of Erie, Pa., asking for immediate passage of 
Civil War pension legislation affording relief to needy and suf
fering veterans and widows of veterans ; to the Committee on 
Invalid Pensions. 

6481 . .Also, two petitions from citizens of Tryonville, Craw
ford County, Pa., asking for the early enactment of pension 
legislation granting increase in pensions to Civil War veterans 
and widows of veterans ; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

6482. By Mr. STALKER: Petition signed by sundry citizens 
of Cohocton, Steuben County, N. Y., urging the enactment of a 
Civil War pension bill to increase pensions of Civil War vet
erans and widows of veterans ; to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

6483. Also, petition of sundry citizens of Corning, Steuben 
County, N. Y., urging the passage of a Civil War pension bill 
in order that relief may be accorded to needy and suffering vet
eranS' and widows of veterans ; to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

, ---

6484. By Mr. SUMMERS of Washington: Petition signed by 
C. D. Bessey and 15 others, of Yakima, Wash., urging that the 
Civil War pension bill now pending be given prompt consid
eration; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

6485. By Mr. SWEET: Petition of Sons of Union Veterans 
of the Civil War, of thirty-second district, New York, in favor 
of House bill 13450; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

6486. By Mr. TEMPLE: Petition of a number of residents of 
Taylorstown and neighboring towns in Washington County, Pa., 
in support of the Lankford Sunday-rest bill (H. R. 10311) ; to 
the Committee on the District of Columbia. 

6487. .Also, petition asking for the employment of American 
mechanics and workmen in the American shipbuilding yards ; 
to the Committee on the Merchant Marine and Fisheries. 

6488. By Mr. V ARE: Petition of Federal employees of the 
depot of supplies, United States Marine Corps, No. 1100 South 
Broad Street, Philadelphia, Pa., urging passage of House bilis 
359, 12930, and 14696; to the Committee on the Civil Service. 

6489. Also, petition of George Rines, Emma Kinis, A. M.. 
Benson, et al, of the city of Philadelphia, Pa., opposing House 
bill 10311 ; to the Committee on the District of Columbia. 

6490. By· Mr. WATSON : Petition of Montgomery County 
Federation of Women's Clubs, favoring the enforcement of the 
Volstead Act and the influence that may be brought about by 
the strength of virtue ; to the Committee on Alcoholic Liquor 
Traffic. 

6491. Also, petition in opposition to the compulsory Sunday 
observance bills ; to the Committee on the District of Co-
lumbia. 

6492. By Mr. WELLER: Petition of citizens of the twenty
first congressional district of New York, in opposition to House 
bill 10311 ; to the Committee on the District of Columbia. 

6493. By Mr. WOOD: Petition signed by residents of Gti:ffitb, 
Lake County, Ind., asking that the Civil War pension bill be
come a law at this session of Congress; to the Committee on 
Invalid Pensions. 

6494 . .Also, petition signed by residents of Valparaiso, Ind., 
asking that the Civil War pension bill become a law at this ses
sio~ of Congress; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 
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